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PREFACE 


Not only classical students but other friends, some¬ 
times specialists in other subjects, frequently ask me 
where they can find a reliable exposition of this or 
that aspect of Platonic philosophy. To answer this 
question is not easy for it implies a different method 
of approach from that generally adopted except in 
specialist books that treat only of a small part of Plato’s 
thought. Even of these there are remarkably few avail¬ 
able in English. Those who interpret Plato, whether 
superficially or in detail, usually take the reader through 
the dialogues one by one and deal with several or all 
subjects more or less simultaneously. It is, of course, 
true that we can only get into close and intimate con¬ 
tact with Plato’s genius by reading and re-reading his 
dialogues as far as possible in chronological order and 
by making a painstaking study of each of them. As 
a guide to this approach A. E. Taylor’s Plato, The Man 
and His Work cannot be too highly recommended, nor 
am I so foolhardy as to compete with a scholar to 
whose published works I am, and have been for many 
years, most deeply indebted. But even those who have 
the leisure and enthusiasm necessary to read Plato as 
he should be read know well that even for them another 
method is at times necessary, that it is essential to 
pause now and again to collect together the scattered 
pronouncements of the great philosopher on each of a 
number of subjects and to follow the development of 
his thought in regard to them. 

The two methods, the study of individual works and 
of the philosophy subject by subject, are not mutually 
exclusive; they supplement one another. The approach 
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adopted in this book is all the more essential in that 
Plato himself never wrote any important dialogue on 
a single topic, except perhaps the Symposium, in that 
he always appears to be following the argument whither¬ 
soever it may lead, and because his way of imagina¬ 
tive presentation and the glorious naturalness of the 
conversations he professes merely to report do not make 
it easy even for those familiar with his writings to 
keep all the golden threads of thought simultaneously 
before their dazzled eyes. When one is consulted about 
the ethical doctrines of Aristotle it is easy to refer the 
inquirer to the Ethics, when about art, to the Poetics, 
where he will at least get a clear idea of the funda¬ 
mental Aristotelian position on these subjects. In the 
case of Plato it is always necessary to refer to several 
dialogues, and one should in most cases refer to all his 
works. 

Plato’s mind was synthetic rather than analytic. He 
never treats subjects separately. That is why com¬ 
mentators find it impossible to explain his ethics for 
example without at the same time explaining the rest 
of his philosophy. If however we deal with the cog¬ 
nate subjects, though separately, within the compass 
of the same book, the difficulty is considerably lessened. 
It is essential also to select one’s subjects in a manner 
which Plato himself would have understood. Exposi¬ 
tion is made much harder by forcing upon pre-Aris¬ 
totelian philosophers the formal framework of modern 
thought. Metaphysics, Ethics and Psychology would 
have seemed to Plato a meaningless classification and 
he would certainly have protested against its applica¬ 
tion to himself. Each of these terms he would have 
thought to include all the others. But he would have 
understood what was meant by the theory of Ideas 
(the core of his metaphysics), by the problem of pleasure 
(the root of all ethics) and the nature of the soul (the 
basis of all psychology). The difference is, I think, 
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important, for it means that, as subjects of discussion, 
the last three would have appeared to him capable of 
separate treatment. 

In each of the eight chapters of this book the reader 
will find an account, as complete and as concise as I 
can make it, of what Plato said on the subject dis¬ 
cussed and an explanation of what he meant when he 
said it. The different subjects are, of course, intimately 
connected and, taken together, will give an adequate 
understanding of Plato’s view of life as a whole and 
of his philosophy of man. The order I have adopted, 
cr something very like it, follows from that philosophy 
itself. The Ideas stand first because the whole edifice 
is built upon this fundamental hypothesis, but the 
reader unfamiliar with Plato should perhaps be warned 
that the exposition is here inevitably harder to follow 
than elsewhere. Then Pleasure, as the first problem 
that faces man as soon as he begins to reflect upon 
good and evil. From this we go on to discuss Eros, 
the emotional drive, and the Soul generally, as those 
forces within the individual that make for the good 
life. The question naturally arises how far those forces 
direct the world at large ; hence the Gods. To know 
how man can be led to the good life requires a study 
of Art and Education. Finally we shall see the Platonic 
philosopher in his relation to the state at large, the 
Statesman. 

Inevitably, the atmosphere of each dialogue is for the 
most part lost where relevance to the subject discussed 
is the first consideration, and this must be so if clarity, 
which is my chief aim, is to be attained. Further, no 
adequate description of the historical, literary and 
mental background against which the dialogues must 
ultimately be read and understood can be attempted. 
Fortunately, since the publication of G. C. Field’s 
Plato and His Contemporaries, such an attempt would be 
superfluous. 
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I have deliberately refrained from going beyond 
Plato, from trying to improve upon him by filling in 
gaps which he himself has left unfilled. True, I have 
not shirked interpretation of what he did say or hesi¬ 
tated to tackle notoriously difficult but extremely im¬ 
portant passages which are not infrequently glossed 
over in any but special treatises ; and where my inter¬ 
pretation differs from that generally accepted I have 
tried to justify my views in a brief appendix more defi¬ 
nitely addressed to specialists. On the other hand I 
have, I hope, scrupulously avoided putting in what 
Plato should have said (in my opinion) where in fact 
he said nothing. For example, the relation of the 
different kinds of gods and souls to each other in the 
Timaeus is treated at some length, but not the relation 
of the mathematical realities to the other Ideas. 
The former question is one of interpretation of the 
Platonic text; the latter is not raised there, but in 
Aristotle. 

Aristotle’s criticism of Plato, especially of the theory 
of Ideas, is a special subject and a thorny one which 
does not come within the scope of this book. The 
reliability of Aristotle’s evidence is questionable ; even 
the existence of the ‘ unwritten doctrines ’ of Plato to 
which he refers has been called in question by no less 
a person than Constantin Ritter. In any case, a sound 
knowledge of Plato’s own writings is obviously an essen¬ 
tial prerequisite to any such study. My only aim is 
to help the reader to that knowledge. Having omitted 
tempting references to Aristotle, I have also omitted 
all reference to modern thought and philosophy. Many 
parallels are obvious ; they will occur to a reader 
probably more familiar with modem thought than I. 
On the other hand, if I may trust my own experience, 
parallels are frequently more confusing than helpful 
and the attempt to explain Plato by means of modern 
philosophic terminology is, except in the most expert 
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hands, disastrous. In a book of this kind I thought 
it better to sin by omission than to expose the reader 
to the dreadful confusion that inevitably follows an 
unsuccessful attempt. 

There remain two notorious hurdles which any one 
who writes on Plato must inevitably clear : the chrono¬ 
logy of the dialogues and the Socratic question. 

Before we can speak of development in Plato’s thought 
it is obviously necessary to know the order in which 
the dialogues were written. But that is just what we 
do not know. Commentators who relied entirely upon 
their own ideas of development have in the past come to 
the most remarkably varied conclusions. Fortunately, 
about the middle of last century Lewis Campbell 
discovered a more objective method, since perfected 
by German scholars. It is the method of stylometry : 
as it is indisputable that the Laws (with the Epinomis, 
if genuine) is Plato’s last work, a study of its 
style and a comparison of it with that of other 
dialogues allow definite conclusions as to their relative 
order if special attention is paid to the frequency of 
certain expressions and particles which any writer uses 
all but unconsciously. Some turns of phrase that occur 
in the early works gradually disappear and vice versa. 
The leading exponent of this method is Constantin 
Ritter and the results of his own and other people’s 
researches are given in his Platon - 1 His main conclu¬ 
sions are generally admitted and, as we intend to study 
the content of the dialogues exclusively, it is prudent 
to start from a chronological order arrived at by a 
completely different method. I accept Ritter’s con¬ 
clusions then in so far as they are based on stylometry. 
This means that I follow his division of Plato’s works 
into three main groups, written at different periods of 
his life. 


>1, 232-73. 
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The earliest group includes all the smaller, so-called 
Socratic, dialogues and six longer : the Gorgias, the 
Protagoras, the Euthydemtis, the Cratylus, the Phaedo and 
the Symposium. To the second or middle period belong 
the Republic, the Phaedrus, the Parmenides and the 
Theaetetus. To the third and last group the Sophist, 
the Politicus, the Philebus, the Timaeus, the Critias and 
the Laws. But when we come to further detail, to the 
order of the dialogues within a particular group, Ritter 
himself admits that stylometry cannot help much and 
his own conclusions are due to much more subjective 
arguments. For example, he places the Hippias Minor 
and the Protagoras very early in the first group because 
he believes that Plato could not have published such 
an unflattering picture of Socrates after the latter’s 
death. It will appear from my discussion of those 
dialogues that the picture is not inconsistent with others, 
and in any case it is very doubtful whether Plato wrote 
anything at all before 399 b.c. With such arguments 
I feel entirely at liberty to disagree. With the Hippias 
Minor, which is an apparent reductio ad absurdum of 
the equation ‘virtue is knowledge’, in its simplest 
form, I find it more convenient to deal after other 
dialogues in which this equation is explained. It 
could have been written at any time within the first 
period. 

But even so, the only changes of any import which 
I would make in Ritter’s detailed order 1 are that I 
would definitely place the Protagoras after the Gorgias 
and the Symposium after the Phaedo ; I would also 

1 op. cit., 273. First period : Hippias Minor, Laches , Protagoras , Charmides 
(Hippias Major), Euthyphro , Apology , Crito, Gorgias , Meno, Euthydemus , Cratylus , 
Menexenus , Lysis , Symposium , Phaedo. 

Second period : Republic , Phaedrus , Theaetetus , Parmenides . 

Third period : Sophist , Politicus , Timaeus , Critias, Philebus , Laws ( Epinomis ). 

In The Essence , p. 27, he gives this order, but divided into six groups, 
as due to a combination of stylistic and other considerations. Reference 
to his larger work will show that stylometry only takes him as far as I have 
stated. 
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prefer, but this is not essential, to put the Theaetetus 
after the Parmenides and the Timaeus after the Philebus. 
On all these points except the first Ritter confesses 
himself in doubt. Certainty of detail is clearly impos¬ 
sible to attain and as regards the lesser dialogues we 
may legitimately be guided by convenience in exposi¬ 
tion as long as consistency is maintained. 

Let me add that if, always within the framework of 
the three groups, I were to be definitely proved wrong 
in any particular case, it would not greatly matter. 
It is quite certain, as a matter of ascertainable fact, 
that pleasure is discussed in a far more subde and 
advanced manner in the Protagoras than in the Gorgias. 
Yet the Protagoras might have been written first and 
the difference be due to the different situation, the 
different angle from which the problem is discussed, 
the different audience or even the mood of the artist, 
the last factor being quite unaccountable. For Plato 
was a dramatist as well as a philosopher, and even as 
a philosopher he never reduced his thought to a system 
developed in an orderly manner. So with the Sym¬ 
posium and the Phaedo. A different chronological order 
would mean that the very different moods therein 
depicted had possessed Plato in the reverse order. I 
consider this unlikely, but it is possible. 

The Socratic question is the problem of how far 
Plato’s picture of Socrates is historical. As is well 
known it does not tally with that given in Xenophon, 
and the latter used to be regarded as the more trust¬ 
worthy historian. But of late years John Burnet and 
A. E. Taylor have championed the view that the 
Socrates of the Platonic dialogues is in all essentials 
the Socrates of history and that the doctrines put in 
his mouth were actually held by him. The view that 
is now finding general acceptance is that Burnet and 
Taylor have proved that Socrates must have been very 
much the kind of man we find him to be in Plato, but 
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that it is unlikely that he held all the doctrines there 
attributed to him, especially the theory of Ideas in its 
developed form. I will deal with this point when dis¬ 
cussing the Ideas (pp. 4 ff.) though it will not be neces¬ 
sary for me to refute the general position of Burnet 
and Taylor. This has been convincingly done by 
others. I may perhaps add that even Plato might 
well have found it difficult to draw the line accurately 
between himself and Socrates. I feel sure he must 
often have thought that he was merely expounding 
and amplifying his master’s views when the latter, if 
alive, would not have recognized them as his own. 
They were Platonic views in. any case and in what 
follows the name Socrates must be understood to refer 
to the Platonic Socrates unless the historical Socrates 
is specifically indicated. 

As this book is addressed to all who are interested 
in Plato, whether in translation or in the original, no 
Greek word has been used anywhere in the text with¬ 
out immediate translation or explanation. In the 
Appendix, which is more specifically addressed to 
specialists and where the actual interpretation of the 
Greek words is the question at issue, this could not 
be done. 

I have referred the reader in the footnotes to passages 
in other works on Plato where, and only where, these 
directly contribute something to the question in hand 
or where I was conscious of a specific debt. A com¬ 
plete list of the books referred to in this way will be 
found at the end. If author and page only are given 
in the note, the reference is to the first work of that 
author on the list. The greater debt which all students 
of Plato owe to the many who have come before them 
cannot be thus specifically indicated, and is but the 
greater for that. In common with others of my genera¬ 
tion I owe most to the works of Burnet, Taylor, Shorey, 
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Dies, Ritter and Wilamowitz. Wilamowitz’ Platon is to 
me the most inspiring work on the subject. 

My thanks are due to many colleagues, students and 
friends who have helped me over a period of years with 
helpful suggestions and criticism, especially so to Mr. 
L. H. G. Greenwood of Emmanuel College, Cambridge ; 
and to Professor Gilbert Norwood who very kindly read 
through the book in proof. In very large measure am I 
also indebted to the great teacher to whom this book is 
dedicated. His were the words that first opened for 
me the golden gates. 

G. M. A. GRUBE 

TRINITY COLLEGE, 

TORONTO 
MARCH I935 


NOTE 

Professor Cornford’s Plato’s Theory of Knowledge 
appeared after this book was already in proof, and 
I was therefore unable to refer the reader to it as a 
most illuminating analysis and interpretation of the 
Theaetetus and the Sophist, when discussing those dia¬ 
logues. I am encouraged to find in such an eminent 
authority confirmation of certain views expressed below, 
especially those on pp. 36-43 and in Appendix II. 

G. M. A. G. 
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THE THEORY OF IDEAS 

The theory of ‘ ideas ’ is the belief in eternal, unchanging, 
universal absolutes, independent of the world of phenomena ; 
in, for example, absolute beauty, absolute justice, absolute 
goodness, from which whatever we call beautiful, just or good 
derives any reality it may have. Its meaning and scope— 
for there are Ideas of much more than ethical concepts—will 
become clear as we proceed, but a warning is necessary at the 
outset : it is well known, but cannot be too often repeated, 
that the word Idea in this connexion is a very misleading 
transliteration, and in no way a translation, of the Greek word 
Idia which, with its synonym eldog, Plato frequently applies 
to these supreme realities. The nearest translation is ‘ form ’ 
or ‘ appearance ’, that is, the ‘ look * of a person or thing. We 
shall see how the meaning of the word probably developed. 
Suffice it for the moment to say that ‘ theory of forms ’ is much 
nearer the Greek, though the expression ‘ theory of ideas ’ is 
so firmly established that it is all but impossible, and perhaps 
undesirable, to avoid it altogether. But it must be quite clear 
that we are not speaking of ideas in any sense which the word 
can carry in ordinary English. 1 

The Milesian school of philosophy, some two centuries 
before Plato, had sought to reduce the baffling variety of the 
physical world to one underlying substance. To the question : 
what is the world made of? Thales had answered water, 
Anaximenes air, while Anaximander had said that all things 
were made out of one material substratum which he called 
the indefinite or infinite (to &ji eigov). By following up this 
conception to its logical conclusion Parmenides came to assert 

1 In the sequel, to avoid misunderstanding, the words Idea and Form 
are printed with a capital when they refer to Platonic * 1 Sij. 
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the existence of the One, eternal and immovable, and to deny 
the reality of all change and therefore of all sensibles. He 
thus proved that the Milesian hypothesis was insufficient: if 
the only Real is one ultimate homogeneous substance, there 
is nothing to account for any movement, change or plurality. 
Being the only thing that exists it must remain ever and always 
the same, it cannot become anything else, and nothing else can 
exist. Heraclitus, on the other hand, insisted on the change¬ 
ability of things ; he said that everything was in a state of flux 
(the famous ndvra %u>Qel, ‘ everything flows ’), though he 
insisted also on a Logos, a balance or proportion, in these 
changes, and attached some kind of superior reality to fire. 
Empedocles, to solve the riddle set by Parmenides, postulated 
four permanent elements—fire, air, water and earth—and two 
principles of motion, attraction and repulsion, or Love and 
Hate as he poetically called them. Anaxagoras, whose philo¬ 
sophy was probably obscure even to his contemporaries, seems 
to have insisted on the permanence of qualities and posited 
Nous or mind as the origin of motion and the guiding principle 
of the universe. The Pythagorean school continued to develop 
well into the fourth century and we have not enough evidence 
to decide when the various theories associated with their name 
originated. The general trend of their philosophy, however, 
was to insist that the essential reality of things was to be found 
not in the material components but in their Logos, that is, 
in the mathematical ratios and proportions of the different 
mixtures, so that they said that things were numbers or like 
numbers. And, leaving out of account the magic and mysti¬ 
cism which led them to attach all kinds of symbolic meanings 
to particular numbers, we may give them credit for having 
built on the solid fact that all physics, if not all science, has a 
mathematical basis. 

With all these conflicting theories before them, the Sophists 
of the fifth century helped to turn men’s minds from philo¬ 
sophical speculation to practical life. They taught many 
different things, these travelling teachers who have been well 
called * itinerant university extension professors without a 
university base ’, 1 and it is a grave mistake to lump them all 
together as if they belonged to one school of thought or had 

1 Shorey, p. 13. 
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any one method of teaching. They tried to supply the need 
for a general education, as this need grew with the growth of 
democracy, by laying special emphasis on public speaking and 
the management of household or state. But one thing, if we 
may judge from Plato’s account of the greatest of them (and 
we have little else from which to judge), they had in common : 
a disbelief in the possibility of knowledge about ultimate 
realities or of absolute standards. ‘ Man is the measure of all 
things ’ Protagoras had said, and this Plato at any rate inter¬ 
preted to mean that what I perceive or feel is true for me, what 
you feel or perceive is true for you, and there is no other 
criterion of knowledge. The Theaetetus shows that it follows 
from this that knowledge and sensation are identical, so that 
real knowledge is impossible and there can be neither science 
nor philosophy. Gorgias is reported to have said that there 
was nothing to know, if there were we could not know it, if 
we did we could not communicate our knowledge to any one . 1 
This denial of universally valid standards led minor sophists 
to regard law and morality as mere conventions and Plato 
represents them as not hesitating to preach a doctrine of pure 
selfishness. Thus scepticism was flourishing in the second half 
of the fifth century, when Socrates was active in Athens. It 
probably also faced Plato at the beginning of the fourth, for the 
disturbed decade that preceded Socrates’ death is not likely to 
have steadied men’s minds, and a general attitude to life like that 
fostered by the Sophists is wont to last for a considerable time. 

It is in opposition to this hopeless scepticism, the influence 
of which upon moral, social and political life he saw far more 
clearly than the Sophists themselves, that Plato insisted upon 
the possibility of knowledge and upon the existence of absolute 
values. To do this he had to establish the existence of an 
objective, universally valid reality, and this he found in his 
Forms or Ideas. How far Socrates led him to this there is 
no certain means of knowing, though there is no possible doubt 
that they both travelled along the same road, and that the 
pupil went on from where the master left off. 

Aristotle has told us 2 that Plato accepted the Socratic 

1 See Dieb, Protagoras Fragm. 1 ; Gorgias fragm. 3. 

* Metaphysics A, 987 a 30 : 4 From youth on Plato had first been a disciple 
of Cratylus and his Heraclitean opinions : that all sensibles are ever in a 
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method of definition with the addition that, for a definition 
to be universally valid, he felt it must be the definition of a 
constant reality, independent of any particular specimen of 
the thing defined. A definition of man is not that of any 
particular man, but of Man, which is a reality quite indepen¬ 
dent of you or me, and which continues to exist even if we both 
die this instant. This reality is the c eidos/ the Platonic Form, 
of man. The statement of Aristotle as to the origin of the 
theory of Ideas need not necessarily be true, for he probably 
knew little about Socrates which he did not learn in the 
Academy, where he arrived as a youth of seventeen thirty 
years after Socrates’ death. But it is all the more remarkable 
that he did draw this distinction between Socrates and Plato, 
since we find Socrates in the Platonic dialogues expounding 
the theory of Forms fully developed. 

Apart from the Socratic method of definition, it is probable 
that Plato drew his inspiration also from the Eleatic school of 
Parmenides, whose conception of the One must have led him 
directly to the notion of abstract reality ; certainly nothing 
could be further removed from the world as we know it than 
this One. The Pythagoreans also quite clearly had a great 
influence on Plato, as probably on Socrates, and from them 
Plato derived the more mathematical aspects of his theory. 
There is, however, no need to derive the Platonic Forms directly 
from either school . 1 Nor must Plato’s debt to Anaxagoras’ 
conception of Mind as the ruling principle be forgotten. 

state of flux, and that there is no knowledge concerning them. These 
theories he held later also. While Socrates was preoccupied with Ethics 
and not at all with nature as a whole, yet in the former he sought for the 
universal and was the first to reflect upon definitions. Plato, who had 
accepted the theories of Cratyius, was thus led to believe that the Socratic 
search was concerned with other than sensible things. For it was impos¬ 
sible for a universal definition to be that of a particular sensible, since 
sensibles are for ever changing. It thus came about that he called this 
kind of reality Forms (eldtj) and maintained that sensibles exist side by side 
with them, and are named after them.* 

For a discussion of this passage see the introduction and notes in Ross’s 
edition. The reader will find there a very convincing refutation of the 
view that the theory of Ideas as we know it from the Phaedo , &c., belonged 
to the historical Socrates. See also Appendix I below, and Field, pp. 
202-13. 

1 Natorp (p. 228) seems to exaggerate the Eleatic, A. E. Taylor the 
Pythagorean influence (Varia Socratica and Commentary passim). For an 
excellent account of the origin of the theory see Wilamowitz, I, 346 flf. 
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It may help us to realize more clearly what problems the 
theory of Ideas was intended to solve if we consider very briefly 
the various arguments by which it seems to have been sup¬ 
ported. We do not find any complete presentation of these 
either in Plato or in Aristotle. Plato never professed to give 
a systematic account of his philosophy, while Aristotle wrote 
for those who were fully conversant with the philosophy of the 
Academy, so that he merely refers to these arguments by head¬ 
ings of which we find the explanations only in a comparatively 
late commentator . 1 Nevertheless, they probably derive from 
a lost work of Aristotle which, if extant, would give us just what 
we want. Aristotle refers to five different arguments which he 
calls : the argument from the sciences, that of the one over 
the many, the knowledge of things that are no more, the 
argument from relation, that implying the fallacy of the ‘ third 
man ’ 2 

The first was established in three ways : (i) if every science 
fulfils its function by having some one thing as its object, there 
must be such a single thing which is the object of that science, 
it must be unchanging and eternal, an eternal model beyond 
the particular sensible things, for these cannot be objects of 
knowledge in any proper sense. The particular things or inci¬ 
dents in the physical world happen according to this model. 
This model is the Idea, (ii) The objects of science exist. But 
science is concerned with something beyond the particulars 
which are infinite in number and indeterminate, while science 
is of the determined. There are therefore certain things 
beyond the particulars, and these are the Ideas, (iii) Medicine 
is not the study of my health or yours, but of health as such. 
So the objects of geometry are not this or that equal or com¬ 
mensurate object, but equality and commensurability. These 
must exist and are Ideas. These three ways of stating the case 
all come to this : knowledge and science exist, they must have 
objects, therefore those objects exist; they cannot be the par¬ 
ticular things we know since these are in a perpetual state of 
change whereas the objects of science must be constant; there 
must therefore be eternal and immutable realities, which we 

1 Alexander, c a.d. 220. These arguments are fully analysed in Robin, 
pp. 15-26. The account in the text is a brief summary of Robin’s analysis. 

1 See on p. 34. 
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call the Ideas. The best illustration is that of the mathematical 
sciences : no line we draw is a perfect line, or indeed a line at 
all since it has two dimensions ; no square that we draw is a 
perfect square. But we study the properties of the perfect line 
and the perfect square. The objects of mathematics therefore 
exist, though not in the physical world. 

The second argument is as follows : Though every man in 
the mass of men is a man, and every animal an animal, yet in 
no case is the particular subject equivalent to its general predi¬ 
cate since this predicate is of wider application than the subject. 
There is therefore some external existent apart from the par¬ 
ticulars, and it is equally applicable to all the individuals con¬ 
cerned. That which is the unity of this multiplicity, eternal 
and apart from them, we call the Idea. 

The third argument is : When we think ‘ man ’ or c horse ’ 
our thought has an object which remains unaffected by the 
destruction of any particular man or horse, or any number of 
them. Something therefore exists apart from the particulars, 
and this something is the Idea. 

The fourth argument is : Things are designated by the 
same name or have the same predicate in one of three ways : 
(i) there may be merely a likeness in the name ; (ii) they 
may be similar in nature, e.g. Plato and Socrates are both 
men ; (iii) one may be a copy of the other, e.g. a picture of 
a man may be called a man. Now when we draw two lines 
they are never truly equal; they are not equality itself but an 
imitation of it. The model of things is the Idea. This argu¬ 
ment is obviously cast in Aristotelian terminology. Platonists 
were probably content to say that particular equals were obvi¬ 
ously a mere copy or imitation of equality (we shall find this 
said in the Phaedo) and that there must therefore be eternal 
models. 

The fifth argument restates the second in a slightly different 
way : When things are called by the same name, yet are not 
identical with this name in its widest application, they have 
this name only because they are all in the same relation to a 
universal reality, e.g. several men are called men because they 
are all in the same relation to the universal, Man. 

Such were the most important arguments that seem to have 
been used in the Academy. 
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When we turn to the Platonic dialogues themselves we are 
at once struck by the fact that this theory of Forms which bulks 
so large in the commentaries on Plato actually occupies a rela¬ 
tively small space in the works themselves. If a graph were 
drawn of the appearance of the theory it would stay at zero 
for several of the earliest works, rise doubtfully in some of the 
so-called Socratic dialogues, leap up to maximum with the 
Phaedo and the Symposium , stay at that level in the central books 
of the Republic , the Phaedrus and the Parmenides , and then settle 
down to a level where the existence of some transcendental 
realities is definitely taken for granted but no full explanation 
of the extent of that belief is given, in spite of several out¬ 
standing questions clamouring for solution. In this last period 
the Timaeus is to some extent an exception. 

Though the Ideas do not appear in the earliest works, some 
scholars maintain, as if they regard the theory as Socratic they 
must, that it was fully formed in Plato’s mind from the first; 
others try to determine the exact point at which Plato himself 
discovered them. However that may be, we will be satisfied 
to trace the development of the theory as we find it, as Plato's 
hearers and readers found it. For, whatever theories Plato may 
have held privately, there is in the earliest dialogues nothing 
whatever which Socrates’ audience (or even we, with the 
Republic before us) could reasonably interpret as implying any 
belief in transcendental Forms. Equally clearly there comes 
a time when the Forms must be understood as transcendental 
realities and then their nature is carefully explained. 

A good example of the early approach is the Charmides. It 
is a charming little work in which Socrates, together with the 
beautiful young Charmides and his uncle Critias, searches for 
a definition of sophrosyne, self-control or moderation. They 
fail to find one that will satisfy but the ground is, as usual, con¬ 
siderably cleared. Sophrosyne is equated with knowledge of 
self, but the exact meaning of this could not at this stage 
be described satisfactorily, for it presents many difficulties . 1 
Not a word, not a hint about Ideas. The same absence of 
compromising expressions 2 will be found also in such more 

1 See on pp. 218-9. 

1 Such expressions as f 6 nol 6 v nvd <Je noiel i\ ocofppoctvvr) napotioa nal nota 
rig otioa, * what sort of a man self-control will make you when you have it 
and what it is * have no special significance (Charm. 160 d). 
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substantial works as the Gorgias and the Protagoras . In the 
Laches we do find such phrases as avrd to dvdqeiov , * courage 
itself*, but neither Socrates nor his audience see in this any¬ 
thing more than a reference to that common quality inherent 
in all courageous actions, the common quality which they are 
trying to define. In some dialogues, however, the thing to 
be defined is described and considered more definitely ‘ in 
itself*. To this group belong the Lysis , the Euthyphro , the 
Hippias Major and the first Alcibiades. The genuineness of the 
last two has been doubted, probably without good reason. 1 
The first two, however, are undoubtedly genuine and seem 
to give clear evidence of a slowly developing vocabulary. In 
the Lysis, which seeks to define love or affection ( <pd(a ) and is 
in its small way a forerunner of the Symposium , we find such 
pregnant expressions as ‘ that which is the ultimate object of 
love, because of which we call dear all things that are dear 
to us * ; the other beloved things are but ‘ images of that 
which is in truth the object of love *. a The same is true of the 
Euthyphro , though here we do find expressions which to us seem 
to imply the theory of Ideas and which we find difficult to 
interpret in any other way. Socrates says (5 d) : 

‘ But tell me now, by Heaven, what you just now professed to 
know so well. What is the pious and what is the impious as regards 
murder and other things ? Is the righteous not similar in every 
action and the impious on the other hand the opposite of the 
righteous in every case, and like to itself? Do not all impious 
things have one Form (appearance ?) owing to their impiety ? * 8 

And again (6 d) : 

‘ My friend, you did not teach me properly when I asked you 
before what the righteous might be. You told me that what you 
were doing was righteous, to prosecute your father for murder. 

1 For a full discussion of the First Alcibiades , see P. Friedlander, Der 
Grosse Alkibiades. For the Hippias Major , see Miss D. Tarrant’s edition and 
my articles in Classical Quarterly , 1926, and Classical Philology , 1929, where 
see references. 

* Lysis, 219 d: ixelvo 8 icniv npcbxov <ptXov , 08 ivexa xal rd < 5 UAa <paph 
ndvxa (plla . . . ojonep eldcoAa dxxa 8vxa ... 8 cog dXrjdwg icrti cplkov . . . 
t 6 ye xcp 8vxi q>llov. 

*7} oti xatixdv Scrnv iv ndctjj npdt-ei, x 6 dotov avrd avxcp, xal xd dvdoiov ad rod 
fidv 6 olov ndvxog Ivavxtov , avxd di aihqj 8 /ioiov xal &x ov Tiva lAiav . . . 
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—And I was right, Socrates. 

—Possibly. You would agree, however, that many other things 
are righteous ? 

—So they are. 

—Remember then that I did not bid you teach me one or two 
out of many righteous things, but that Form itself which gives the 
quality of righteousness to things. For you agreed that it is through 
one Form (appearance ?) that impious things are impious, righteous 
things righteous. Do you not remember? 

—I do. 

—Tell me then, what is the nature of this Form, so that by looking 
at it and using it as a pattern I may call righteous any action of 
yours or another’s that is so, and say of whatever is not righteous 
that it is not.’ 

Yet in spite of his unhesitating assent no one has yet suggested 
that Euthyphro understood the theory of Ideas, or indeed had 
any suspicion that any such realities were being referred to. 
It follows that all these expressions, whatever hidden meaning, 
if any, they may hold for Socrates, are taken by the other 
speaker as describing no more than the common characteris¬ 
tics of particular things to which the same predicate is applied, 
these common qualities being considered not as transcendentally 
existing but as immanent in the particulars . 1 It follows, since Plato 
is no scribbler, that the words could at least be so understood. 

It is in this transitional use of the words eldog and IdSa, 
where they naturally carry a meaning that will later become 
technical, that we have the best opportunity of finding an 
answer to the much-debated question of how, and from what 
primary meaning, the technical sense of these untranslatable 
words developed. Now the most common meaning of the 
word eidos, and one which occurs frequently in Plato, is that 
of physical stature or bodily appearance. The eidos of a man 
is c what he looks like 9 . It is obvious that all righteous deeds, 
for example, or all beautiful things have something which looks 
alike, a common appearance to our observation, and that this 
is the thing which in each case Socrates is trying to define. 

1 So Wilamowitz (I, 208 ; II, 78-9) and Ritter (I, 570) avoid reading 
the theory of Ideas into this. The same is true of such phrases as ‘ you 
call good men good because of the presence of good things (dyadajv, a 
remarkable plural) and beautiful those in whom there is beauty ’ in Gorgias , 
497** cp. 506^. 
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In fact he wants Euthyphro to tell him what all such actions 
‘ look like ’, so that he can identify them as you would identify 
a man from a description of his appearance. It would seem 
that this is not an unnatural use of the word. Then, from ask¬ 
ing what all righteous things ‘ look like 5 to asking ‘ what it 
is they look like ’, thus supposing the existence of something 
beyond them which they resemble, is but a step, and it is a 
step which Plato definitely took between the Euthyphro and 
the Meno on the one hand and the Phaedo on the other, for in 
the last-mentioned dialogue the separate existence of the eidos 
as an independent reality is explicit and explained at some 
length. 1 

Before leaving the early dialogues it may be well to examine 
one a little more closely. The Meno will serve this purpose 
excellently : it is not only a very good example of the Socratic 
method but it introduces some new conceptions which are 
intimately connected with the later development of the theory. 
The metaphysical vocabulary is on a par with the Euthyphro : 
mention is made of an eidos of virtue or excellence (dgerr/) 
through which all virtues are what they are, and we are told 
that this Form is permanent and unchanging. Beyond this it 
does not go. 2 Meno has come to Athens from Larissa, a 
town in Thessaly, and hails Socrates with a question of which 
the directness, as well as the confident way he expects an 
immediate answer, are excellently in character. Meno has 
only recently been introduced to the great sophist Gorgias who, 
as we soon learn, has graced Larissa with his presence. He 
asks (70 a) : 

1 For this development of the meaning of eidos see Natorp, p. 1 and 
Wilamowitz, I, 346. Taylor takes it rather as the equivalent of qrvoig, 
nature ; see Varia Socratica, 179-267, for an exhaustive analysis of the uses 
of eidos and idia, in authors before Plato. Ritter, Neue Uutersuchungen , 
pp. 229-326, classifies all the uses of the words in Plato and concludes 
that the primary meaning was ‘ die Bedeutung der augenfalligen Ausser- 
lichkeit * (p. 323). 

1 72 c-e : iv yi n eidos ratirov &naaai fyovoi di * oti elalv apereat , els # 
. . . dnopXeipavta . . . There is an instructive parallel to this usage which 
seems to imply abstract existence without transcendentality in Rep., V, 
4 TJC-d : ‘ of a dvvapus (power, potentiality, capacity) I see neither the 
colour nor the shape, nor any such quality as those of other things which 
I have in view when I say to myself that this is one thing, this another \ 
Cp. also what is said of memory in Theaetetus 163*. It is doubtful how far 
Plato clearly thought of such things as being Ideas. 
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* Can you tell me, Socrates, whether virtue can be taught ? Or 
is it the result not of teaching but of practice ? Or neither one nor 
the other, but it comes to men as a natural gift or in some other 
way ? ’ 

Socrates, somewhat taken aback by the shattering naivety of 
this question, replies in his usual ironic manner. Known 
hitherto for their wealth and horsemanship, the Larissans 
have evidently now acquired wisdom also. Here at Athens 
there is a dearth of wisdom, for, far from being able to answer 
Meno’s question directly, we are in some doubt whether we 
know what virtue is. So at least it is with Socrates. Sur¬ 
prised, Meno wants to know whether that is the report that 
he must carry back home, that Socrates does not know what 
virtue is. It would seem so, replies the Athenian, but as Meno 
has been hearing the great Gorgias, perhaps he can tell us what 
virtue is. Indeed he can, and after this delightful introduction 
we settle down to the usual Socratic search for a definition, 
in this case of virtue or excellence, which constitutes the first 
part of the dialogue. 

Meno makes the usual mistakes, which Socrates takes the 
opportunity to correct and explain. For Meno’s first answer 
to the question : what is virtue ? is to give an enumeration 
and description of the virtue of a man, that of a woman, a child, 

4 and there are many others 5 (7if). A whole swarm of them 
indeed, but Socrates points out that a mere enumeration is not 
a definition. If you are asked to define a bee and you merely 
exhibit to view all manner of bees, you are nowhere near 
answering the question. What we require is a description of 
the Form which all virtues have in common. Meno then sug¬ 
gests that it is the capacity for rule and management, but to this 
we must surely add the word < 5 lxclIcdq, justly or rightly. Well 
then, virtue is justice or righteousness (dixacoavvrj ). But there 
are others : courage, moderation, wisdom and so forth ; and 
we are back again to a mere enumeration. As an example of 
what he wants Socrates gives a definition of shape or figure 
(<JXWa) • There are many shapes, yet we can define the general 
term as 4 that which ever accompanies colour 5 or, as this is un¬ 
satisfactory unless colour has been previously defined, we can say 
shape is 4 the limit of solids’ for the notion ‘solid’ is well known 
to us. This digression (74^-76^) brings out the important 
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point that a new concept must be defined in terms of others 
already known if the definition is to have any value. Return¬ 
ing to virtue, Meno now defines it as ‘ to take pleasure in fine 
things and to have the power to procure them * (77rf), but since 
all men desire what is good for them the first term of the 
definition may be ignored, and to the second we must surely 
again add the word ‘ justly \ This however leads us to include 
the term to be defined in the definition, for justice is a virtue, 
and it is the nature of this that we are trying to define. 

In a short interlude Meno, after making the famous com¬ 
parison of Socrates to a torpedo-fish who numbs his victims, 
expresses some doubt as to the possibility of knowledge and 
supports his doubt by the sophism that what you know you 
cannot learn since you know it already, while you cannot dis¬ 
cover what you do not know because you will not recognize 
it when you see it. To refute this sophism, which delights the 
man from Larissa, Socrates introduces the theory that all 
knowledge is recollection (Avajuvriaig) . This is based, of course, 
on a belief in the immortality of the soul which, he tells us, 
he has heard expounded by priests and poets (81c) : 

* The soul then is immortal and has come to life a number of 
times. It has seen what is here and in the underworld and every¬ 
thing, and there is nothing which it has not come to know. Small 
wonder it can call to mind what it has previously known about 
virtue and other things. In as much as the whole of nature is akin, 
and the soul has learned everything, there is nothing to prevent it, 
once it has recollected one thing—and this men call to learn—from 
rediscovering everything else, if the man is brave and does not tire 
of his investigation. For the whole of research and learning is only 
recollection.’ 

It should be noted that Recollection or Reminiscence is intro¬ 
duced in a mythical vein, to dispose of Meno’s tiresome sophism 
which interrupted the argument. There is no mention of 
Ideas but only of ‘ what the soul has learned \ a very vague 
expression. Once the possibility of knowledge is thus vindi¬ 
cated we return to our quest for a definition of virtue or good¬ 
ness. But Meno is an impatient sort of person and to please 
him Socrates consents to proceed by hypothesis : if goodness 
is knowledge it must be teachable. Let us see if we can find 
any teachers of it. 
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The rest of the dialogue is taken up by this unsuccessful 
quest, and in the course of it an important difference is estab¬ 
lished between knowledge and belief. The object of knowledge 
is not yet, and the Socratic search still ends in perplexity. 
But we are getting near, for what are those things which the 
mind or soul remembers ? Socrates does not say. Perhaps 
he did not know. Perhaps Plato did not know, when he wrote 
the Meno . But the theory of Recollection points the way and 
the vocabulary by which the common characteristics of things 
are described is getting crystallized and is ready for a more 
technical usage. 

To this usage the Cratylus comes even closer. The question 
to be solved there is whether the names of things are purely 
a matter of convention or whether there is a definite and 
natural relation between a thing and its name. Socrates 
takes this opportunity of gloriously ridiculing etymologists 
with a string of most outrageous derivations. In the course 
of conversation the saying of Protagoras that ‘ man is the 
measure of all things ’ is somewhat summarily rejected by an 
affirmation of the existence of objective reality : ‘ things have 
a stable nature of their own ’ which does not depend on our 
perception of them. And this is true not only of things but 
of actions. All our actions are in fact conditioned by circum¬ 
stances in nature external to ourselves : we can cut only such 
things as are by nature liable to be cut, we can burn only such 
things as are by nature inflammable. In other words our 
actions, as well as our knowledge, are dependent upon objective 
realities, and can happen only in a manner objectively deter¬ 
mined. 1 

A little later we find another illustration : a carpenter makes 
a weaver’s shuttle ‘ with the natural function of a shuttle 5 in 
mind or, more literally, 4 looking at something of such a kind 
as will by nature close the web \ 2 If he breaks this shuttle, 

1 386* : dfjtov dij 6x1 avxd atixeuv ovalav lypvxd xiva fidflaidv ion xd npaypaxa, 
01) Tipog tfpag ov6 f tip 9 rjfi&v ihcdpmx dvco xai xdxco xa> fjpexipep (pavxdo pari, 
dAAd xad 9 atixd npdg xijv ctdrwv otiolav £#ovra c oonep nixpvxev . . . fj od xai 
atVra i §v xt eldog xcov 6vxcov eloiv ai npd^eiq ; 

Note the use of eldog and xad 9 aikd of the physical world. For an ex¬ 
cellent discussion of this passage see Di£s, II, 477~9* 

8 Tipog xoiovxdv xt (pkencov) 6 instpvxtu xepxlgetv. This is definitely a 
stage further than Gorgias , 503#, where it is said that the good orator will 
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he makes another and, while doing this, he does not ‘ look at 
the other which he broke 5 but * at that eidos which he had in 
view when he made the first 5 and this c we might rightly call 
that thing which is a shuttle in itself 5 {avxd 8 Saxi xegxtg). 
This all shuttles have in common for c they must all have the 
eidos (form, appearance, look ?) of a shuttle 5 . In the same 
way the lawgiver who names things must look at * that which 
is a name in itself 5 and must give to each name the proper 
eidos of name in whatever syllables is suitable. 

These passages are of extreme importance in the develop¬ 
ment of Plato’s technical vocabulary and the meaning it carries 
at least to his hearers if not to himself. Indeed in the above 
passages the vocabulary is laboured and the meaning obscure. 
The carpenter makes a shuttle. This, like all other actions, is 
conditioned by something in nature. He can only make the 
instrument in a certain way, and this limitation is expressed 
by saying that he can only make it with his mind’s eye on the 
essential properties of a shuttle. The eidos of a shuttle then 
is the sum of its essential qualities as the carpenter c sees ’ it. 
It is what the shuttle looks like to his mind. For we should 
note the constant use of the word to look (fiMneiv) in this 
connexion ; it is very relevant to the meaning of eidos. In 
this passage of the Cratylus we can almost see the change of 
meaning taking place from ‘ what a thing looks like ’, its 
appearance, to the pregnant meaning of eidos as ‘ that like 
which the shuttle looks ’ and the transition is by way of a 
metaphor, ‘ to look ’ from a physical becomes a mental act. 
It may be fanciful to suppose that we are watching Plato’s 
own mind at work and the very birth of the transcendental 
Forms, though if he had them all clear in his own mind it 
seems strange that he should not express himself more clearly 
to his audience. In any case it would seem that the Form 
will not be so much a * hypostatized concept ’ as it has been 
called (a name that loses sight of the fact that we are never 
dealing with concepts or ideas at all) as the hypostatized 
appearance or look of a thing, its appearance given abstract 
existence. 

speak ‘ with the good in view, just as any other craftsman produces his 
work so that it may have some Form for him \ 8 nwg dv elddg xi adrqj 
oxfj 6 ipydgerau. The indefinite t 1 is especially interesting. 
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We may also note in passing that we are dealing here with 
the Form of a manufactured article, a point to which we shall 
have occasion to return, and that it is at least very doubtful 
whether this discussion leaves Socrates 5 audience with any 
notion that this Form ‘ which all shuttles have 5 and the 
* appropriate Form which all names must have 5 are trans¬ 
cendental realities. Certainly they can have no clear notion 
of it and they may well be still thinking of these Forms as the 
uniformity of functions inherent in shuttles or names. And 
even when we find at the end of the dialogue (439c) that 
knowledge is only possible if 4 something in itself beautiful 
exists 5 , (n rival avrd xaldv) and so with good and every¬ 
thing else ; that the beautiful is ever the same and never 
leaves its Form ( /xrjdev i^iardjuevov rfjg avrov Idiag) ; that 
there is a Form of knowledge which does not change ; we 
are still somewhat confused. These things must be inde¬ 
pendent of their particular manifestations and are the same 
in them all, but their nature cannot be said to have been 
satisfactorily explained or even clearly expressed. 

When we come to the Phaedo the case is very different. 
There is no longer any doubt that we are dealing with Forms 
which have an existence of their own quite apart from the 
particular phenomena of the world we know. Nor can the 
other speakers here remain in doubt that such is Socrates 5 
meaning. The difference is so clear that it has been supposed 
that Socrates 5 hearers are here represented as familiar with 
the theory of Ideas from the beginning. 1 This seems very 
unlikely, were it only because the theory is introduced five 
times, a different and more difficult aspect of it being explained 
each time. These explanations we must follow carefully, for 
it is the only systematic explanation of the theory that we find 
in Plato. Not even that is complete. 

In 65^ Socrates is discussing the reliability of the senses, 
and Simmias agrees that they are unreliable. Socrates 
proceeds : 

‘ How then does the mind (soul) grasp the truth ? For whenever 
it tries to examine something with the help of the senses, it is clearly 
deceived. 

1 For a discussion of this view, and my reasons for rejecting it, see Appen¬ 
dix I. 
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—True. 

—Is it not in mathematical reasoning (AoylgeoOai), if anywhere, 
that something real becomes clear to the soul ? 

—Yes. 

—And mathematical reasoning is most successful when the mind 
is not troubled by hearing, sight, pleasure, pain or any of those 
things ; when it is alone as far as possible and without concern for 
the body ; when with the least possible contact or association with 
the body it reaches out towards reality. 

—That is so. 

—It is also then that the mind of the philosopher most ignores the 
body, flees from it and seeks solitude. 

—It seems so. 

—What about this, Simmias ? Do we admit that the just exists 
as such, or not ? 

—We do, by Heaven. 

—And again the beautiful as such, and the good ? 

—Of course. 

—Have you ever seen any of those things with your eyes ? 

—Never, said he. 

—Have you ever grasped them with any other bodily sense ? I 
refer to all such things as size, health, strength and in short to all 
other existent things, what each of them is. Is what is most true of 
these apprehended through the body, or is the following the case : 
whoever of us prepares himself best and most exactly to perceive 
each thing in itself will come nearest to knowing each thing? 

—Quite. 

—And the purest knowledge will be that of the man who 
approaches each subject as far as possible with thought alone, who 
makes no use of his sight in his thinking, nor drags in any other 
perception along with his reason, but uses thought pure and by itself 
in an attempt to hunt down each thing pure and by itself, freeing 
himself as much as possible from eyes and ears and, in a word, from 
his body. For when the body participates, it does not allow the 
mind to acquire truth and wisdom. Is it not such a man, Simmias, 
who, if any one, will reach the truth. 

—What you say is marvellously true, Socrates.’ 

The theory is here approached from the epistemological side : 
there exist certain things which we know and which we do 
not apprehend by means of the bodily senses, and these are 
the true. The problem of the relation between these absolutes 
and the particulars which we do perceive is not touched upon. 
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The second passage (72* ff.) is concerned with Reminiscence 
or Recollection which ‘ according to that argument you are 
wont to expound, Socrates 5 (we have seen it in the Meno) 
clearly implies the pre-existence of the soul. Socrates then 
proceeds (74 a) : 

‘ Whenever a man recollects anything through likeness, must he 
not also consider whether or not the thing he sees falls short in its 
likeness to that which it called to mind ? 

—Necessarily so. 

—Consider then whether this is the case : We say there is such a 
thing as equality (n that laov), I do not mean a stick equal to a 
stick or a stone to a stone or anything like that, but something else 
besides all these, the equal itself. Do we say that exists or not? 

—We do, by Heaven, certainly. 

—Whence do we get this knowledge ? . . .’ 

And the discussion which follows points out that this equality 
does not exist in the world of sense perception (75 a-b). We 
then conclude that we must have had the knowledge before 
we were born. We have here a much clearer explanation of 
the difference between things and Ideas. Things arc like the 
Ideas and remind us of them. The mathematical examples 
are especially appropriate as Simmias and Kebes know some¬ 
thing of Pythagoreanism. Indeed the particulars, we are 
told, are £ trying to be like 5 the Ideas and this important 
notion of imitation we find elaborated in many places both in 
Plato and in Aristotle. 

The conversation then proceeds to discuss this knowledge 
which is recollection : it consists of examining the particulars 
in comparison with the universal, and of giving an account 
of things ( dovvcu Aoyov ), a phrase used in the Meno and one 
which will frequently recur. Then, in the course of one of the 
proofs of immortality, namely that the soul is simple (not 
compound) and therefore more likely to live on than other 
things, Socrates says (78*/) : 

‘ As for reality itself, of the existence of which we give an account 
by question and answer, the point is whether those things always 
remain the same and consistent with themselves, or vary at different 
times. Equality itself, Beauty itself, each thing that exists in itself, 
the real; does that ever undergo any change ? or is whatever of 
2 
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those things exists, being of one kind with itself, ever existent in the 
same manner, and never at any time liable to any change ? 

—Necessarily, said Kebes, it is ever the same, Socrates. 

—What of the many beautiful things such as men, horses . . .* 

The Ideas themselves are here described in a vocabulary most 
of which recurs again and again, but the words eldog and Idda 
are not used yet. The contrast betwen the two worlds is then 
worked out (80 b ). On the one hand is the Ideal, ‘ that which 
is divine, deathless, intelligible, of one kind, indissoluble, 
always in the same way identical with itself 5 ; and opposed to 
this is the phenomenal world ‘ human, mortal, varied in kind, 
unintelligible, soluble, never in any way identical with itself’. 

When next the theory of Ideas is mentioned Socrates is 
discussing knowledge. He gives a short history of his own 
mental development (960 ff.) and expresses his dissatisfaction 
with the purely ‘ scientific 9 account of causes. He desires 
mental and teleological reasons. It is, he tells us, as if one 
were to account for the fact that Socrates is sitting in prison 
by saying it is because ‘ my bones were lifted at the joints, and 
the sinews by straining and loosening forced my limbs to bend 
as they are bent; and that this is the reason why I am sitting 
here \ Now such an account, he says, is clearly insufficient : 
it does not explain why he is in prison at all, nor the fact that 
he sat down by an act of will and as the result of a mental 
process. We must find a better account than that. He then 
continues (100 b) : 

‘ I am not introducing a new subject but those things about which 
I have continually been talking, both in the earlier part of our dis¬ 
cussion and elsewhere. I am going to try to prove to you the kind 
of cause (eldoq ahlag) with which I am concerned. And again 
I have recourse to those oft-mentioned things (7t0A.vQQvA.rjTa) and 
start from them : supposing there to be something beautiful in 
itself, and something good, and something great and the rest. 
And if you grant me those things and agree that they exist, I hope 
from them to deduce, and to show you, a reason why the soul is 
immortal. 

—You may take it, said Kebes, that I certainly grant that, and 
proceed. 

—Consider then whether you agree with me as to what follows 
from this. For it seems to me that if there is anything beautiful 
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apart from beauty itself, it is beautiful for no other reason than 
because it partakes of that beauty. Do you agree that this is the 
reason ? 

—I agree, he said. 

—Now I do not know and cannot understand those other wise 
reasons. And if any one tells me why anything is beautiful, either 
because it has a blooming colour or shape or any such thing, I leave 
all that out, for I get confused by all those other reasons, but simply 
and ignorantly and perhaps foolishly I say to myself that nothing 
else makes things beautiful but the presence of that beauty we spoke 
of, or its company or however it is that it comes to be there. I am 
not dogmatic as to the manner of its presence but I insist that it is 
through beauty that all beautiful things are beautiful. For that 
seems to me the safest answer to make both to myself and to others, 
and if I hold on to this I do not think I shall stumble ; it is safe for 
me or any one else to answer that beautiful things become beautiful 
through beauty. Don’t you think so ? ’ 

This would seem at first sight to be a safe answer indeed, 
because completely tautological; but in insisting that beauty 
in a particular object must be explained in relation to the 
Idea of beauty, does Socrates not obviously mean that it is 
no use analysing one example of it ? That we must first 
realize that beauty is common to many things and that we 
cannot give a satisfactory explanation of any particular thing 
without connecting it with the other things that belong to the 
same class ? Whereas if we have grasped the universal we shall 
be able to give an intelligible account also of the particular 
instances of it. 

Socrates then discusses from this new angle the difference 
between properties and accidents in a far clearer manner than 
he could do in the Euthyphro . As he puts it here : The number 
three always participates in the Idea of oddness, for it is 
always an odd number ; so snow always participates in the 
Idea of cold, and can never admit the opposite Idea, heat, 
without ceasing to be snow. The Ideas which are always 
present by definition in a certain particular are its properties, 
those which are not always present in a particular are accidents. 
And it is at this stage, now that the meaning of the theory has 
been much clarified, that he first uses the words sldo\Idia 
and fM)Q<pri in the sense of Ideas (103*). In the next few pages 
this usage is common. 
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From these elaborate explanations of the theory of Ideas in 
the Phaedo we have learnt : first, that there are realities such 
as the good, the equal, the beautiful, &c., which are absolutely 
true but cannot be perceived by the bodily senses. They 
can only be grasped by a process of reasoning akin to the 
mathematical, by the mind freed as far as possible from the 
errors of sense. In the second place that these are the realities 
which the mind saw before birth, as described in the Meno> 
and that we remember them because we are reminded of them 
by the objects of sense. This does not really contradict what 
was said before : Plato first emphasizes the necessity of abstract 
reasoning, then allows that this process is initiated by certain 
sense perceptions. Just as no material square is quite perfect, 
yet it starts us reasoning about the perfect square which is the 
object of mathematical reasoning, so no two sticks are per¬ 
fectly equal, yet the sight of them makes us think of equality. 
In the third place these Ideas are unique, stable and eternal, 
and the contrast is clearly drawn between them and the world 
of sense. Too clearly, for the abyss thus created will have to 
be bridged later. Lastly, these eternal Ideas alone can lead 
us to a satisfactory theory of causation : no account of a 
particular thing is possible when it is considered in isolation, 
it must be brought into a class, the common characteristics 
it shares with other members of that class must first be under¬ 
stood ; and these common qualities, considered abstractly, are 
the Ideas. These Forms can also be variously present, as 
properties and accidents, in the particulars; and contrary 
Forms cannot be participated in by the same particular. 

The logical applications of the theory of Ideas, naturally 
enough, finds no place in the Symposium. But the supreme 
beauty which is there the ultimate aim of all desire is described 
in the same terms as were applied to the Ideas in the Phaedo> 
though the more technical words eldog and ld£a, and even 
/lOQtprj (shape), are not here applied to it. At the end of the 
philosopher’s journey of love (21 la) : 

* The beautiful will not appear to him as a face or hands or any¬ 
thing else in which body has a part, nor as some discourse (Adyog) 
or some science, nor as being contained in anything else, be it living 
creature, earth, sky or anything else, but by itself, of one kind and 
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ever existing. All other beautiful things participate in this in some 
way, though they come to be and are destroyed while beauty itself 
never becomes more or less, nor is acted upon in any way.’ 

This Idea of beauty, for so it must be, reigns here supreme, 
as does the Good in the Republic . More so, for no other Ideas 
are mentioned. It is the supreme reality considered as object 
of love, the in-itself-beloved of the Lysis . That this supreme 
reality is thus the Beautiful in one dialogue, the Good in 
another, is not surprising. The two concepts were always 
closely allied in Plato’s mind, and in this he was only expressing 
the ordinary Athenian point of view. 

We may now turn to the Republic . The theory of Ideas 
does not make its appearance until the fifth book. In the 
first book Socrates tries to define justice in the usual early 
manner and there is nothing in the vocabulary to suggest 
that the Phaedo had ever been written. There is not even 
any ambiguous terminology such as we found in the Cratylus 
and the Euthyphro. Nor, with one exception, does anything 
of the kind occur in the next three books. It seems as if Plato 
was quite deliberately building up his city and the education 
of his guardians without introducing any metaphysics, only 
to return later to the whole question of the proper ruler and 
his duties from a more fundamental point of view. He takes 
his reader along a good way towards his goal, converting 
him by the way to belief in a great many things, without as yet 
disclosing the fundamental premises upon which these things 
are based. At most (and this is the exception mentioned 
above) is it said to be necessary in order to be truly cultured 
(juovaixdg) to recognize ‘ the different Forms of moderation, 
courage, freedom and greatheartedness, their like and their 
contraries as they happen and are present everywhere, to 
perceive wherein they exist, themselves and their images, and 
to honour them in big things and small ’ (402 c ). This is a 
typically ambiguous expression which, though quite vague, 
must by this time imply the Forms to Plato, but which certainly 
need not do so to those present. 1 There is not a single other 

1 It is possible that this passage was actually written before the Phaedo . 
See also note 3 on p. 235. 
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reference to the Ideas, expressed or implied, until the fifth 
book, where Socrates, repeatedly challenged to prove his city 
to be possible, finally replies that it is possible, but that nations 
will never find peace until philosophers are kings or kings 
become philosophers, a paradox which Glaucon fears will be 
‘ laughed out of court \ l 

Challenged to explain what a philosopher is, Socrates resorts 
to the theory of Forms, which he definitely expects Glaucon 
to know and to accept. For that it is here introduced as 
well known to Glaucon at least, is obvious from the way the 
technical term eidos is introduced at once. The beautiful 
and the ugly, he tells us, are two different things, each of them 
being one (4760) : 

* And so about the just and the unjust, the good and the bad and 
all the Forms the same is true : each of them is one thing, but seems 
to be many because it everywhere appears in association with 
actions and bodies and with the other Forms.’ 2 

From this point, the whole argument of this and the next two 
books centres upon the theory. The existence of the Forms is 
not established but taken for granted and the character of the 
philosopher or lover of wisdom is explained by means of them. 
Other men grasp at particular sights and sounds; of the reality 
behind these they have no conception (476c) : 

* As for the man who believes in beautiful things, but does not 
believe in beauty itself nor is able to follow if one lead him to the 
understanding of it—do you think his life is real or a dream ? 
Consider : is not to dream just this, whether a man be asleep or 
awake, to mistake the image for the reality ? * 

And this is just what the ordinary man does. He confuses 
particular beautiful things, which are so only in as far as they 

1 See p. 272. 

* This remarkable introduction takes for granted the relation between 
Forms and particulars, establishes the existence of negative Ideas (the 
bad), and even hints at association between the Forms themselves. It is 
however probable that ‘ association with one another * (dXXrjXcov noivcovla) 
refers only to the fact that several Ideas ‘ occupy ’ the same particulars 
as explained in Phaedo, lo^cd, For a discussion of this passage see Wila- 
mowitz, I, 667 ; Shorey Republic note ad loc. and Unity t note 244 with 
references. 
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participate in beauty, with beauty itself. The philosopher 
has knowledge of reality, of the Forms ; the others can only 
have beliefs or opinions (< bo^ai ). There are then three stages : 
knowledge, belief and ignorance. The first is of the Forms ; 
the second of the physical world which, since no object in it 
retains its qualities but is for ever changing, cannot be an 
object of real knowledge at all, but both is and is not : while 
ignorance is not concerned with Being at all, since the things 
it affirms simply are not. That difference between knowledge 
and belief is the difference between the philosopher and other 
men. 

Clearly it is the philosopher, whose mind apprehends good¬ 
ness, who should rule the state. He alone has the pattern of 
the good in his soul and thus can use it as a painter does 
(500*0 to try to realize eternal justice in the lives of men, 
to make the state approximate to the ethical realities of which 
he alone has understanding. He must have the highest kind 
of knowledge, which is knowledge of the good. 

But what is the Good ? Some say it is pleasure, but they 
themselves must admit that some pleasures are bad. Others 
say it is knowledge, but knowledge must have an object, which 
can only be the good, the very term to be defined. Men will 
sometimes be satisfied with the appearance merely of beauty 
or justice, but when it comes to the good they want what is 
really so and are no longer satisfied with belief. Challenged 
to give his own definition, Socrates denies that he can do so 
off-hand, but he is willing to describe 4 the offspring of the 
good and proceeds with his famous parallel between the sun 
and the Idea of good. The sun, he says, is the cause of light 
in the physical world, and light is necessary to sight which is 
the highest of our senses (5086) : 

‘ It is the sun which I call the offspring of the good, made by the 
good in its own likeness to bear the same relation to sight and the 
objects seen in the physical world as the good itself, in the intelligible 
world, bears to mind and to what is known. 

—How? Explain more fully. 

—You know that our eyes become dim and almost blind when we 
turn them upon objects of which the colours are no longer decked 
with the sunlight but with the gleam of night, as if sight were no 
longer present in us. 
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—Certainly. 

—But when the sun shines we see distinctly and sight seems to 
inhabit those same eyes. 

—Of course. 

—Understand then the same to take place in the mind (soul). 
Whenever the mind is directed to something illumined by truth and 
reality, it knows this and understands it and thus appears gifted with 
intelligence. But when directed to what is mixed with darkness, 
what is subject to birth and destruction, the mind is dimmed, has 
only beliefs which change this way and that, and seems to have no 
intelligence. 

—Yes, that seems true. 

—That then which adds truth to the objects of knowledge and 
gives the knowing subject the power to know, consider this to be the 
Idea of good. As it is the cause of knowledge and of truth, so think 
of it also as being apprehended by knowledge. And although both 
knowledge and truth are beautiful, this other you will rightly con¬ 
sider more beautiful than they. As yonder light and sight are 
rightly called sun-like but should not be thought to be the sun, so 
here it is right to call both knowledge and truth good-like, but to 
identify either with the good is wrong, for goodness must be 
honoured even more than these.’ 

In the physical world then we have the sun from which derive 
light, sight and the eye that sees ; in the intelligible we have 
the good from which derive truth, knowledge and the mind 
that knows. It is to the good that the sun itself owes its 
existence. Furthermore, the sun is not only the cause of sight, 
its light makes existence possible on the physical plane ; so 
the good is not only the cause of knowledge, but causes the 
very existence of the knowable and, a fortiori of the physical 
which derives from the knowable. 

Socrates proceeds at once to make his meaning clear by 
another image. Starting from the now familiar division of 
existence into two classes or forms ( eidrj ), the visible and the 
intelligible, he bids Glaucon draw a line and divide it into 
two unequal parts, each part being then subdivided into two 
further sections, as follows, so that AD is to DC as CE is to EB 
as AC is to CB (509^). 
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The main division at C is between the world of sense and the 
world of Ideas. We must imagine the highest point in the 
ladder of truth and reality to be at B. A is the lowest point 
at which a thing can be said to exist at all. DC will then 
contain all the phenomena of the physical world, the things 
we apprehend with our bodily perceptions ‘ animals, plants 
and all manufactured objects whereas in the lowest section 
AD we place their images and shadows in water or mirrors, &c. 
(and possibly, though Plato does not say so, the products of 
the fine arts). The relation between the objects in DC and 
those in AD is one we easily understand : it is that between a 
model and a copy or imitation. 

This relation Plato now uses to express also the relation 
between the objects of sense and the objects in the higher 
section CE. He makes his meaning clear by the example of 
mathematics : the objects studied in geometry are in truth 
perfect mathematical figures, but in his demonstrations the 
geometer draws material representations of the perfect 
square, &c., and uses these in his study of the perfect geo¬ 
metrical figures which can only be seen by the mind’s eye. 
That is, he uses the sensible objects of DC as copies or images 
of those mathematical realities which have their being in the 
higher section CE. This section therefore contains the objects 
of such sciences as use concrete realities to represent them. 
Further, such sciences start from axioms and hypotheses which 
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they take for granted and which it is not their business to call 
into question. 

There is, however (we are told), a higher kind of science 
which is purely abstract and uses no concrete illustrations or 
images. The objects of these belong to the highest section EB. 
It is the business of this science to test the truth of the hypotheses 
and axioms of the lower sciences in terms of hypotheses of still 
wider application and it will finally base the whole body of 
knowledge upon one universal proposition which is then one 
supreme truth. For as this final basis explains all the rest 
and is consistent with the whole body of knowledge it can 
no longer be called hypothetical. It is the first principle of 
nature and existence. This is the Idea of good in the Republic , 
which we must suppose to exist at B. EB will presumably con¬ 
tain the various truths which the philosopher discovers in the 
course of his ascent from the hypotheses of mathematics to the 
supreme truth. Once this is discovered he will descend again 
through the whole realm of thought. The lower sciences will 
now also become knowledge in the highest sense to him because 
to him they are no longer based on the hypothetical. Plato 
expresses this as follows (5116) : 

* Understand then that by this other section of the intelligible 
(EB) I mean that which reason (Aoyog) grasps by means of dialectic. 
It does not consider its hypotheses as first principles {&Q%at) but as 
hypotheses in the real sense of stepping stones or starting points so 
that it may reach that which is beyond hypothesis and arrive at the 
first principle of all that is. Having grasped this and keeping hold 
of what follows from it, it makes its way down to a conclusion in this 
manner without making use of anything visible at all but of Ideas, 
and proceeding by way of Ideas to Ideas, its conclusions are Ideas. 

—I understand, though not very well, for this is a great labour of 
which you speak. You wish to establish that the kind of intelligible 
reality viewed by the science of dialectic is more certain than that 
viewed by the so called sciences (or crafts, Ttyvai) which look upon 
their hypotheses as first principles. While students are compelled 
to study these by thought (diavolq) and not by the senses, yet be¬ 
cause they do not go back and examine their premises, but work 
from hypotheses, they do not appear to you to have any real under¬ 
standing of their subject, though it can be so understood when 
approached with a first principle. And I think you call the attitude 
of mind of geometers and such men thought ( dtdvoia ) but not 
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understanding (votfc), thought being midway between belief and 
understanding. 

—You have grasped this admirably. Take it further that there 
are conditions of the mind (nadrjfiara iv rfj yn)%jj) corresponding to 
the four sections : understanding for the highest, thought for the 
second, belief ( nlang ) for the third and imagination (elxaota) for 
the last. Place these in due order and consider that each of them 
gives as much certainty as there is truth in the corresponding 
section.’ 

It is interesting to dwell for a moment on the mental processes 
by which the different grades of reality are perceived. The 
main division at C is here, as elsewhere, between uncritical 
belief (< 5 ofa) which is concerned with the phenomenal world 
and the critical function of the mind which leads to knowledge 
(vSrjcng ). When we come to the subdivisions the lowest section 
contains the objects of elxaaia which is usually translated as 
imagination, but it is rather the power of seeing images, for 
Plato is here thinking of it not so much as a creative faculty but 
rather as a completely uncritical perception which does not 
even attempt to relate one perception to another or to dif¬ 
ferentiate between an object and its reflection in a mirror. 
The phenomena themselves in DC are the objects of faith or 
belief (nlong) which, though it does in a sense correlate its 
perceptions, does not submit them to critical analysis. Then 
knowledge is subdivided into dtavoia, the power of critical 
and logical analysis, of reasoning from given premises, and 
vovg, understanding, which enables one to go beyond the 
premises of particular sciences to the grasping of the absolute 
values behind all reality. 1 

As so often, Plato does not work out the scheme of the line 
in detail and scholars have differed as to what exactly each 
section of the line should include. Are works of art to be 
condemned to the lowest section ? What, besides the objects 
of mathematics, should we place in CE ? Are the natural 
sciences and such arts as strategy merely matters of belief? 
These and many similar questions Plato leaves unanswered. 

1 On the nature of this vovg see also pp. 253 ff. Any translation of these 
words must be arbitrary. I prefer to use * understanding 9 to mean. the 
deeper and fuller knowledge, thus reversing Jowett’s use of the word for 
the third section. 
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Having put vividly before us the different grades of reality 
in broad outline, the main steps on the ladder of knowledge, 
he goes on to do so again in the magnificent parable of the 
cave. And it is better not to press his imagery further than 
he does. It is not his way to schematize his philosophy and 
it is not very wise to try to do it for him. Some of the 
difficulties will recur. Meanwhile we should not forget that 
the line is continuous, that it is one line, however subdivided, 
and that it emphasizes the continuous nature of man’s ascent 
from ignorance to knowledge as well as the different stages 
reached on the road. 

The parable of the cave, which illustrates also the ascent 
from the darkness of belief into the light of knowledge, is well 
known. It does not really add anything new to the theory 
of Ideas and there is no need to summarize it here (514 ff). 

The next passage which directly concerns us here, is that of 
the Platonic number (546a ff.). When Socrates is proceeding 
to give an analysis of the different types of state, the question 
arises how, if the ideal republic were once established, any 
degeneration could possibly set in. Socrates’ answer is that all 
human things are subject to change. He calls upon the Muses 
to explain how dissensions first began. They are made to 
speak ‘ grandiloquently and in jest ’ to us as if we were children, 
a sure indication that the following passage is mythical. They 
explain how the guardians, who have but human reason tied 
up with sense perception, will fail to understand the mathe¬ 
matical laws that govern the universe. In this connexion 
Plato builds up both a human and a cosmic number, and in 
doing so makes free use of Pythagorean number magic, for are 
the Muses not speaking in jest ? 1 

He first builds the human number. Taking 3, 4 and 5, the 
sides of the Pythagorean right-angled triangle from which they 
derived all physical existence, he adds their cubes to one 
another, thus getting 216. This number was supposed to 
contain certain 4 harmonies 9 of which the following are the 
most important : it is 210, the shortest period of gestation of 
the human embryo reckoned in days, plus 6, which was the 
* marriage-number 9 because the product of the first even or 

1 The interpretation in the text is that of Adam in his edition of the 
Republic . 
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female number 2 and the first male or odd number 3 (the unit 
was not considered to be a number but the source of all num¬ 
bers) ; 210 is also 6 times 35 which is the sum of 6, 8, 9 and 12, 
the first whole numbers representing the ratios of the Greek 
musical scale. He then tries to establish a correspondence 
between man and the universe and to do this builds up the 
cosmic number ; again we start from 3, 4, and 5, multiply 
them by one another (60) and raise this to the fourth power 
which gives 12,960,000. This can be written geometrically 
(as the Pythagoreans wrote their numbers) as a rectangle 
4800 by 2700, or as a square with a side of 3600. Note the 
definite relation between the cosmic number and the human 
number 216. Not only are they both built up from 3, 4, 5, 
the first being (3 X 4 X 5) 4 and the second (3 3 + 4 3 + 5 3 ), 
but one side of the rectangle is the longest period of human 
gestation in days multiplied by the Pythagorean magic number 
10, while the other side is the sum of the shortest and longest 
periods (210 and 270) also multiplied by 10. On the other 
hand the square number 12,960,000 when divided by the num¬ 
ber of days in the year (as was thought) 360, gives 36,000, 
which may stand for the number of years marking a period 
in the development of the universe. The cosmic number is 
also the square of the number of days in the year multiplied 
by the square of 10. Other harmonies can be found, 1 but we 
need not follow Plato’s play with numbers any further. 

It is quite obvious that all this need not be taken too seriously. 
But though Plato often speaks in jest he never speaks in vain, 
and it is a very grave mistake to ignore this passage in any 
interpretation of the doctrine of Ideas. For the Platonic 
number is the Idea of Good, or at any rate one aspect of the 
supreme Idea, mythically represented. Objectively considered 
the laws of the universe and the Ideas are mathematical. 
The conglomeration of elements which is a man, just as much 
as the movements of the stars, can be expressed in mathematical 
formulae. Time, space, sound are all mathematical from one 
point of view, and the purpose or supreme law of the universe 
can (or so Plato thought) be expressed in terms of numbers. 
Not of course that the number 12,960,000 does this, for it is 
only a myth. Plato is not in the least suggesting that this 
1 See Adam i.c. 
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number contains all the ratios, proportions, &c., in accordance 
with which the world is made, but he does definitely mean 
that the world is made in accordance with some mathematical 
formulae. And the sum total of these formulae or laws is 
surely one aspect of the supreme reality. And because it 
contains the most perfect ratios, proportions, &c., the best 
possible mathematical harmony between the manifold factors 
that make up the world, this reality is good, indeed the Good. 
In the same way the human number represents at least 
one aspect of the Idea of man, for it also would contain the 
essential properties of man expressed mathematically. We 
may well suppose that Plato meant to indicate that the 
essential human attributes were capable of mathematical 
formulation. 

We have now seen the theory of Ideas come to its fullest 
expression in the Republic. As the common characteristics of 
all subjects to which the same predicate applies, the Idea is a 
logical entity, an aspect of it that recurs in the Phaedrus and 
will be more fully developed in the Sophist . It is here that the 
Idea naturally develops out of the Socratic definition. From 
this point of view there must be Forms corresponding to all 
general predicates ; so that at this stage it is not surprising to 
find a Form of evil in the fourth book ; there is also a Form 
of bed in the tenth. As metaphysical realities the Ideas 
belong to the highest and truest kind of real. The ‘ line 9 at 
least implies some gradation among them, and that those of 
the widest application are the most fundamental, the highest 
place of all being claimed for the Idea of good. As the Ideas 
motivate order in chaos which is self-destructive, they are also 
beautiful; and we saw the supreme Idea considered as beauty 
in the Symposium . 1 

In the Phaedrus the Forms first appear in the myth in praise 
of love where Socrates describes the nature of the soul and its 
journey through the heavens between incarnations. After 
emphasizing the essential kinship of the soul with the divine 
and the life of the gods as they journey along the outer rim of 
heaven, he says (247^) : 

1 Cp. Robin (VAmour, 225) : ‘ Prise en elle-mSme, la Mesure, c’est 
absolument le Bon ; quand elle se manifeste k nous, c’est le Beau ; quand 
elle nous devient connaissable, c’est le Vrai.’ 
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‘ But of the place beyond heaven no one of our poets has yet sung 
nor will ever sing in a manner worthy. It is as follows, for one must 
dare to speak the truth, especially when talking of the true : in that 
place truly existent reality dwells colourless, shapeless and intangible. 
As the object of true knowledge it is perceived only by that capacity 
for wisdom which is the pilot of the soul. The thought of the gods, 
nurtured by pure knowledge and wisdom, and that of every soul 
concerned to receive what is akin to it, seeing Being at last, rejoices, 
is nurtured by the contemplation of the true and is happy until it is 
brought back by the revolving circle to the same place. While 
thus going round it beholds justice itself, moderation itself and know¬ 
ledge—not the knowledge that comes to be or that exists in another 
thing of those we call real, but that which is truly knowledge in that 
which truly is. And feasting on the contemplation of the other 
things that likewise truly are, diving back into the inner heaven, the 
soul goes homeward.’ 

Though the words eldog and uUa are not used in this descrip¬ 
tion, there is no possible doubt that these realities are the 
Forms. They are said to exist in a place above heaven, 
that is outside space and time. 1 As in the Phaedo , knowledge 
consists of the recollection of these Forms. Beauty is then 
mentioned as in a class by itself, not because it is different 
in nature from the other Ideas among which it shines but 
because the sense of sight is the clearest of our senses, so that 
we see more clearly the images and reflections of beauty in the 
world below than those of other Forms. That is why beauty 
i3 most clearly recollected on earth and most beloved. 

In the rest of the dialogue, and once also in the myth, the 
Ideas appear as logical entities. No soul, we are told, that has 
not caught a glimpse of the Forms can be a human soul, for 
man must understand what is spoken ‘ according to a Form * 
(249 b). The meaning of this becomes clear in the sequel 
where the proper method of scientific discourse is said to be a 
right classification of things into classes each of which cor¬ 
responds to an Idea in nature, a process which is compared 
to dissection along the joints {holt 9 HlqQqol). This logical 
method, here explained for the first time, consists then in 
dividing things into natural classes according to their common 

1 See p. 160 and cp. the expression enexeiva rfjg ova lag, beyond reality, 
in Rep., 509 b. 
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characteristics which correspond to the universal Forms. 
Men who can do this are dialecticians, they unite scattered 
things under one Idea (265 d) by means of division and synthesis 
(diaiQioeig, ovvaycoyai). The method is not explained at 
length, but it should be noted that we have here all the essen¬ 
tials of the process of classification fully explained in the 
Sophist and the Politicus. 

. A thorough criticism of the theory of Ideas appears in the 
Parmenides , which must have appeared some years before the 
dialogues of the third and last period of Plato’s writings. The 
first part of this remarkable dialogue is a discussion between 
Parmenides and his disciple Zeno on the one hand, and 
Socrates, here represented as a young man, on the other. 
Zeno had exploited the apparent contradictions of the world 
of sense to prove that those who believed the world to be 
made of a plurality of elements were led to conclusions quite 
as paradoxical as those of his master. To escape from this 
dilemma Socrates brings up the theory of Forms. In the 
course of the conversation he gives three kinds of examples 
of Ideas : 1 Ideas of relation such as the big, the small, the 
same and the different ; ethical Ideas such as the good and the 
beautiful ; Ideas of concrete objects such as man. Parmenides 
himself submits the theory to searching criticisms which may 
be summarized as follows (130c-134*?) : 

First, are there Forms of such things as man, fire, water? 
Socrates is rather doubtful about them and when Parmenides 
goes on to ask the same question about hair, mud and sealing- 
wax it is too much for him. He fears he must deny that there 
are Forms of these to avoid absurdity. But, says Parmenides, 
Socrates must get over this fear of ridicule which is due to his 
youth. 

In the second place, how can the whole Form be present 
in different objects of sense and yet remain one ? If it does 
not retain its unity we have a plurality once more and the 
original difficulty will only be transferred from the physical 
to the intelligible world. Socrates suggests that the Forms 
might be like day or night, which are each one and yet are 
everywhere. Parmenides scoffs at this and retorts that you 
1 See Ritter, II, 79 ff. 
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might as well spread a big sail over a company and maintain 
that the sail as a whole is over the head of every person. The 
sail obviously has parts and is therefore a ‘ many \ Has the 
Form parts also ? Are we to suppose the Form of bigness, 
for example, to be split up into little bits, of which one exists 
in every big individual thing, so that one bit of bigness will be 
smaller than another bit ? This surely is absurd. 

The third objection is that, if you postulate one Idea to 
account for the fact that all big things are big, you are still 
left with two classes of big things—the Idea and the particulars 
—and you still have to explain why both those classes of big 
things are big. You will then have to have a further Idea 
for both classes to participate in, and then in the same way a 
third Idea to account for the fact that the first and the second 
Idea have a common predicate, big, and so on ad infinitum. 

Socrates now makes a very remarkable suggestion (132^) : 

‘ Could not, Parmenides, each of these Forms be a concept (v 6 rjjLta y 
i.e. idea in our sense) which cannot properly exist elsewhere than 
in minds (souls). For then each of them would be one and what 
you said just now would not apply to it. 

To this Parmenides objects that thought must have an object, 
and this would be the Idea as originally brought forward. 
It is a reality and as such cannot be a thought, for then all 
things would be composed of thought and everything could 
think (since all things, Socrates had said, partake of the 
Forms). 

Fourthly, another suggestion of Socrates is that the Ideas 
exist in nature as patterns or models, that things participate 
in them merely by being made like them. Parmenides answers 
as before : if, as Socrates asserts, particulars are like each 
other (have a common predicate) because they participate in a 
common Idea ; then, if particulars and this Idea are like 
each other also, they must both participate in a further Idea. 

Fifthly : If the Ideas are not of our world ( h> rj/uiv ), they are 
totally separate and there can be no connexion between the 
two. The Ideas cannot then be objects of knowledge. A 
particular slave has a particular master, but the Form slavery 
can only be related to the Form masterhood, not to any 
particular master, and is of no use to us. If any one has 
3 
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knowledge of it, a god has, but this knowledge of the Forms 
is beyond us human beings. We cannot know the god and 
the god cannot know us. 

This thorough-going critique has always been a source of 
astonishment to students of Plato. Most of the main objec¬ 
tions to the Ideas later brought forward by Aristotle are there. 
Is Plato criticizing himself? It has been suggested that he 
was rather criticizing the theory as ^understood by some of 
his own followers and it is true enough that he never regarded 
the Ideas as material entities and that it is upon this mis¬ 
conception that the second objection of Parmenides (how can 
the Form be present in many things and yet remain one ?) is 
based. The same is true of the third and fourth objections 
which contend that a further Idea will be required to explain 
that the particulars and the first Idea are like one another 
and have the same predicate ; this is usually referred to as the 
argument of the 4 third man 5 because Aristotle again and again 
argues in this way that a second Idea of man or a £ third man 9 
will be required to explain the likeness between the Idea of 
man and particular men. In the form in which it is here 
attacked Plato certainly never held the theory, and we might 
be inclined to dismiss these objections as frivolous and irrele¬ 
vant were it not that Aristotle is continually arguing in this 
way in all seriousness. That does not in itself make the argu¬ 
ments relevant, but it does point to the necessity of explaining 
clearly what is the nature of these Forms, a thing which Plato 
has not done. No doubt he would say it could not be done. 
But the difficulty remains. 

Apart from these somewhat captious objections, however, 
others point to weaknesses which certainly belong to the 
theory of the Phaedo and the Republic . Are there Forms of 
man, fire, water, hair and sealing-wax ? and, we may add, of 
manufactured articles, of negative notions such as injustice ? 
We have not been told. Then the fifth objection of Parmenides 
raises the question of the relation between the Ideas and the 
phenomenal world, and no one will deny that this difficulty 
at least is very real and that no satisfactory answer has been 
given. Attempts have been made to bridge the gulf between 
the two worlds by means of Reminiscence in the Meno , the 
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Phaedo and the Phaedrus ; by intellect in the Phaedo and the 
Republic ; by Eros in the Symposium and the Phaedrus ; and all 
these are functions of the human soul. But a study of Plato’s 
conception of the soul and of the gods in the later dialogues 
will show that he knew well enough that he had not solved the 
problem. And when he tells us that particulars participate in 
(fiertyew) or imitate the Ideas, he is fully aware that those 
are only metaphors. 

It seems therefore idle to deny that some at least of Par¬ 
menides’ criticisms are pertinent enough against the theory 
of Forms as it is presented to us in the great dialogues we have 
been considering. Aristotle himself gives plenty of proof that 
one at least of the most able students in the Academy thought 
them all to be valid against the theory as he knew it. In 
view of all this it seems rather perverse to argue that there is 
no self-criticism in the Parmenides and it is surely a greater 
tribute to Plato to suppose that he put in the mouth of the old 
Eleatic all the arguments that had been advanced by others or 
that he could think of himself against the existence of his 
beloved Forms. And, though some are clearly unsound, it 
is not Plato’s way to tell us what to think about them. 

We shall deal only very briefly with the second, by far the 
longer, part of the Parmenides. Parmenides gives there an 
excellent display of his logical powers by taking eight hypotheses 
such as ‘ If One is ‘ If One is not ‘ If the many are ’ (i.e. if 
reality is a plurality), and derives from these all kinds of 
contradictory conclusions. 1 This strange exhibition has been 
variously interpreted : some see in it little more than a jeu 
d’esprit, a headlong parody ; others, from the Neo-Platonists 
on, have sought, and of course found, all kinds of hidden 
meanings in every part. The truth probably lies somewhere 
between the two. A parody it certainly is and there is no need 
to suppose that Plato did not see through most of the fallacies ; 
but any sane analysis of this part of the dialogue shows a serious 
motive behind. 2 The fallacies and contradictions are mostly 

1 The reader will find an excellent summary of the eight arguments in 
Burnet, pp. 264-72. 

•e.g. Marck, 81 ff., who somewhat corrects Natorp’s extravagances 
(Natorp, 242 ff.). See also Taylor, 360 ff., who perhaps underestimates 
the serious purpose behind the * play \ 
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due to two things : the confusion of the two uses of the verb 
‘ to be 5 ( elvai ) which, in Greek as in most languages, could 
be used either as a copula or to mean ‘ exist 5 ; and also the 
way in which Parmenides isolates a single aspect of reality, e.g. 
the One, and considers it in complete separation from any¬ 
thing else. We are tempted to infer that a Platonic Idea 
considered in the same way will lead to much the same unsatis¬ 
factory conclusions. But did not Socrates remark in the 
earlier part of the dialogue that while he was not disturbed by 
the fact that contradictory predicates could be applied to the 
same things in the physical world, he would be marvellously 
surprised if any one could show how the Idea of likeness could 
be said to be unlike in any way ? This marvellous surprise 
Plato will give his readers in the Sophist. There too the 
ambiguity of the verb to be will be clarified, so that the con¬ 
nexion between the two dialogues is obvious and generally 
recognized. 

This severe criticism would lead us to expect a restatement 
of the theory of Ideas. As such we do not get it. Hence it 
has sometimes been supposed that Plato abandoned, or at least 
fundamentally altered, 1 his belief in the existence of Ideas ; 
but it will soon appear that there is no evidence to indicate any 
such change ; quite the contrary. Yet some of the questions 
asked by Parmenides are never answered. We are nowhere 
told whether there are Ideas of manufactured articles, for 
example. On such points we must suppose that Plato was 
not prepared to be dogmatic, at least in his writings. Perhaps 
he thought it unnecessary. Having, as he obviously thought, 
proved the existence of unchangeable absolutes, he probably 
considered his main point established and he did not wish to 
attempt a detailed schematization of the world of Ideas. At any 
rate he has not done so. 

The Theaetetus was probably written shortly after the Par¬ 
menides. It is a curious return to the earlier inconclusive 
manner, for no satisfactory definition of knowledge is found. 
The Ideas seem at times almost deliberately left aside, and I 

1 e.g. by Burnet, Platonism , pp. 46 ff., 119, and passim . Also in Jackson’s 
famous articles in Journal of Philology , vols. X, XI. 
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have no doubt that this is the case. When Theaetetus’ sug¬ 
gestions that knowledge is perception, or that it is right belief, 
have been refuted, we expect at every moment the Ideas to 
appear and to solve the problem. They remain absent. The 
reason for this seems to be that the aim of the whole dialogue 
is to prove to the relativists, be they followers of Heraclitus or 
Protagoras, that on their premises knowledge is impossible. 
It is ever Plato’s way to argue from his opponents’ premises, 
not from his own. He disproves the equation of sense per¬ 
ception with knowledge, he proves that not even perception 
is reliable on the assumption of perpetual motion or of Prota¬ 
goras’ ‘ man is the measure of all things he proves that 
knowledge is to be found in the mind’s converse with itself. 
Even so, however, a definition of knowledge that does not 
provide an object towards which the mind can be directed, a 
permanent reality for it to grasp firmly, is unsatisfactory. 
Theaetetus’ last suggestion that ‘ knowledge is right belief, 
together with a power to give an account of things ’ fails to 
satisfy because, if belief and knowledge have the same object 
or content, the difference must be that the latter is knowledge 
of that which was previously believed, and this is no definition 
of knowledge. Then, if, as is suggested, the elements of a thing 
are unknowable, a mere enumeration of those elements cannot 
be knowledge. Further, if the thing to be known is a whole 
which is more than the sum of its parts, we must suppose this 
to be a further unknowable besides the elements, and then the 
essence of a thing cannot be known. 

Of course, Plato did not believe this to be the case, just be¬ 
cause the Forms exist and are objects of knowledge, both the 
Form of the whole and the Forms of the elements. So that 
although the Forms are not mentioned, the Theaetetus might 
well be looked upon as an essay on the last words of Parmenides 
about the Forms : ‘ unless they exist, Socrates, all converse 
(diaMyeoQcu) is impossible \ l And the existence of the Ideas, 
of ‘ things in themselves ’ is always kept before us as the only 
alternative to the theory of flux. The denial of those ‘ things 
in themselves ’ entails, as elsewhere, the denial of moral values 
also. 2 

The long digression which contrasts the rhetorician of the 
1 Farm., 135 b. *157 a-d. 
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law-court with the philosopher, though it does not explicitly 
mention the Ideas, implies them at every turn. How else can 
we understand the search for ‘justice itself 5 and for its nature 
as well as that of injustice, which occupies the thinker? (175^) 
Further (1760) : 

‘ There are fixed patterns in reality, my friend, one of the divine 
and happiest, the other of the godless and most unhappy, but men 
do not see that this is so. Their simplicity and extreme ignorance 
hide from them the fact that unjust actions make them like the latter 
and unlike the first. And they pay the penalty by living a life 
similar to that pattern which they resemble.’ 

Lastly, it is by itself that the mind or soul perceives Being (as 
in the Phaedo ), non-being, likeness, unlikeness, same, other, 
beauty, ugliness, good and evil, the nature of these things and 
their relationship to one another (185 c ff.). This is the know¬ 
ledge that cannot be perception. It follows that, although the 
words eldog and idda are not used and Plato is careful to keep 
his Ideas in the background, these realities are the Platonic 
Forms and none other. 

The Sophist makes a more positive contribution to our 
problem. It contains a discussion of the logical method of 
classification ; the Eleatic stranger (the chief speaker here) 
gives six different illustrations of the method, each one an 
attempt to define a Sophist. Each division emphasizes a 
different aspect of the Sophist, and the difference in the re¬ 
sults is enough to prove that the logical method of classification 
is not in itself enough to discover the essence of a thing, that 
it needs at least to be carefully controlled so that one’s divisions 
will correspond to natural classes with common characteristics, 
that is, to Ideas. 

In the course of this discussion Plato considers the two 
difficulties raised by the Parmenides , and one of them is dealt 
with for good and all. The positive meaning of negation, 
in its simplest form, relies on a proper understanding of the 
copulative meaning of the verb ‘to be ’, that is, of the differ¬ 
ence between the two statements: ‘ Socrates is not ’ and 
‘ Socrates is not tall \ The first is a clear denial of Socrates* 
existence, the second an assertion that ‘ Socrates is not-tall * 
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i.e. other-than-tall, and in this secondary sense is-not does 
express something about a subject or, as the Greeks put it, 
non-being is. Whether Plato himself had only now come to 
understand this we do not know (we do find the fallacy used 
to refute opponents in earlier dialogues), but we have here 
at any rate a time-honoured puzzle completely disposed of, 
and for the first time. One is tempted to suppose that he 
disposes at the same time of negative Ideas, such as injustice, 
which we have seen referred to now and again hitherto. It 
would, indeed, seem to follow (237 b ff.), but he does not 
say so explicitly. 

The second difficulty is the perennial one of the appar¬ 
ently complete divorce between the world of Ideas and the 
phenomenal world. This comes up in the course of an 
attempt to define the nature of being, the ultimate reality 
of Logic. Two schools of philosophy are opposed : on the 
one hand the materialists who will only admit as true what 
is material body which they can touch, on the other hand 
are the c friends of the Ideas 5 who, in opposition to the first 
(2466) : 

‘ very discreetly from the invisible above defend themselves, and 
maintain that true reality consists of some kind of intelligible and 
immaterial Forms. They make short shrift in argument of the 
physical bodies which the others call truth, and call them a becom¬ 
ing in motion instead of reality.’ 

The materialists are easily dealt with : 1 they must admit 
the existence of soul and of that which, when present, makes 
the soul just, namely justice. They will then have to accept 
a definition of reality as ‘ that which has the power to act 
or be acted upon \ 2 The trouble with the friends of the 

1 The materialists are casually mentioned in Theaet ., 155*. There they 
are summarily dismissed, and Plato goes on to discuss the partisans of 
motion, the Heracliteans, with whom he links Protagoras. To these are 
later opposed * the Parmenides’ 9 and ‘ Melissi * who believe reality to be 
completely divorced from motion. When the Heraclitus-Protagoras point 
of view is disposed of, he refuses to discuss Parmenides’ position (183a). 
In the Sophist there are two sets of opposing schools : the pluralists and 
the monists (including Parmenides) at 243^ ff. ; then the materialists and 
the friends of the Ideas (probably including Parmenides again as a believer 
in one Idea) in the present passage. See p. 297. 

* 247* : rd &vxa &g iartv otix &Uo nMjv dvva^ig* Cp. Theaet 1560. 
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Ideas is, we are told, that they postulate a number of Forms 
which are completely inactive. How then do they explain 
the relation between these and the physical world ? They 
will agree that these Ideas are known by the soul’s intelli¬ 
gence. But surely, to be known is a form of activity (; xlvrjotg ), 
and the Ideas are at least capable of being known : they are 
in some manner subjected to an activity and are thus acted 
upon. And we cannot surely believe that this intelligible 
world or real being is entirely devoid of activity, life, soul, 
wisdom and intellect. Of that which is completely unmoved 
and inactive (in the sense defined) there cannot be know¬ 
ledge (249c) : 1 

‘ The philosopher then, he who holds these things in honour (i.e. 
mind, intelligence, &c.) cannot possibly accept from those who 
assert the existence either of one or of many Ideas the theory that 
the whole of reality stands still. Nor must he listen at all to those 
who say that reality is ever in every kind of motion, but, like 
children in their wishes, he must insist on having it both ways ; 
what is immovable is also in motion, the whole and the real are 
both.’ 

How Plato thus brings soul and motion into the world of 
supreme reality is a question we shall discuss when speaking 
of Plato’s gods. 2 Here our problem is not so much meta¬ 
physical as logical, namely that supreme Forms cannot be 
considered in absolute isolation from each other, a point that 
the mental acrobatics of the Parmenides made emphatically 
clear. 

Scholars have been much exercised as to who ‘ the friends 
of the Ideas ’ could be who are here criticized. Apart from 
those who see here a reference to other philosophical schools, 
some have maintained the reference to be to Platonists who 
had misinterpreted their master’s theories. No doubt inter¬ 
course with his fellow workers brought home to Plato the 
difficulties implied in the theory of Forms. It is true also, 
as we have seen, that he was always conscious of the neces¬ 
sity of bridging the gap between the Forms and the pheno- 

1 Cp. Theaet.y 153 a, on the necessity of movement if there is to be any 
life. 

2 For a full discussion of the difficulties see also Appendix II; and 
pp. 161-2. 
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mena. On the other hand it is quite clear that in no dialogue 
hitherto (with the possible exception of a hint in the Republic 1 ) 
has there been any question of intercommunion or participa¬ 
tion between the Forms themselves, or of the inclusion of 
mind and movement in the supra-sensual world. Even in 
the Phaedrus myth, where the gods are in heaven, the Forms 
are above and beyond heaven. All this drives us to con¬ 
clude that the beliefs of the friends of the Ideas are, or at 
least include, the theory of Ideas as expressed by Socrates 
in the Phaedo , the Republic and the Parmenides . They may 
not have told the whole story and it is always possible that 
Plato made mental reservations regarding problems he in¬ 
tended to deal with later. But he can hardly claim to have 
been misunderstood, if he was criticized as the friends of the 
Forms are criticized here. 

The stranger thus makes clear that the Ideas cannot exist 
in absolute isolation from one another. We have already 
seen in the Phaedo that particulars can participate in several 
Ideas at the same time. The question is now asked about 
the Ideas themselves. How far can they intermingle ? 
Clearly it is impossible for all the Ideas to mix with one 
another, for then everything could be everything, any predi¬ 
cate could be applied to any subject and there would no 
longer be any objective laws in the universe. The Ideas 
themselves would lose all meaning. On the other hand, as 
we saw, they cannot be completely isolated from one another. 
It follows that some can be found in close relation while 
others can never come together at all (251^-252^). Just as 
certain letters can combine to make words while other com¬ 
binations are meaningless, so (253 d) : 

‘ to classify things in accordance with the Ideas, and not to mistake 
the same Form for a different one or a different one for the same 
belongs to the science of dialectic, does it not ? 

—Yes. 

—Therefore the man who can do this, who can satisfactorily 
perceive one Idea spreading everywhere over the many, while each 
remains a separate entity ; many others circumscribed by one from 
the outside, and again one spreading over the whole of many united 
as one, and many quite separate everywhere. To recognize, that 
1 p. 22 above and note. 
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is, where each can combine with others and where it cannot, this 
is to know how to classify according to the Kinds (i.e. Forms).’ 1 

The word 4 kind ’ (ydvog) is throughout this passage used as 
an equivalent of Form, 2 as it is in the Parmenides. The five 
Forms or Kinds which Plato proceeds to use as illustrations 
are Ideas in the same sense as any others, and he expressly 
tells us that he uses them as examples only, because it is 
impossible to go through all the Forms. The only difference 
is that these five (being, rest, motion, same and other) have 
a more general application than most. Being indeed com¬ 
bines with every other Idea, since each of them is, and this 
being is the supreme reality logically considered. So every 
one of these five is the same as itself and different (other) 
from the others (i.e. it is not the others), and we are now no 
longer puzzled by the old problem of how a thing can both 
be and not be. ‘ Every one of the Forms contains a certain 
amount of being, and an infinite amount of non-being ’ (256^), 
since it is not everything but itself. 

Thus the Sophist clears up the old logical puzzle of the 
meaning of ‘ to be ’ ; it follows up the criticisms of the Par¬ 
menides by breaking down the frozen isolation of the separate 
Ideas, by making them combine with each other, as they 
must in any abstract reasoning, and prepares us for a further 
working out of the relation between the gods and the Ideas 
by insisting that movement, soul and life must also find a 
place in the supra-sensual world. 

The Politicus does not make any specific contribution to 
the theory of Forms. Their existence is, however, taken for 
granted. In the discussion of the proper method of division 
and classification Plato emphasizes once more that it is essen¬ 
tial to divide ‘ according to the Ideas ’ and that every class 
should correspond to a Form. 3 At the end of the dialogue, 
when contrasting moderation with courage, he speaks of the 
Form of each virtue. 

1 For a discussion of this passage see Di&s, II, no, n. 315. 

* See 253^, c, d ; 259*, 260a and passim . 

8 e.g. 262^ : rd \xtpog &/ia eldog ixirm. In this dialogue too yivog is 
synonymous with eldog, 304^, 307 d, 308 b. 
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There is also a curious passage 1 in which he once more 
argues for the existence of objective truth, this time in the 
guise of an absolute standard of measurement. Things, he 
maintains, are not only bigger or smaller than one another, 
they are also too big or too small in relation to an objec¬ 
tively existing mean. You may therefore either judge excess 
and defect in relation to one another, or absolutely. I would 
illustrate as follows what I consider to be the meaning of 
this passage. I may touch Socrates, then touch Theaetetus, 
and say that Socrates is hotter than Theaetetus. This is a 
relative judgement. It is true, but it tells us very little about 
either man. I may on the other hand feel Socrates’ tem¬ 
perature, compare it with what it ought to be, and say that 
Socrates is feverish. In this case I am comparing Socrates’ 
temperature with an absolute standard. This is what Plato 
means by the absolute mean. He might even have said the 
Idea of man, for temperature of a definite kind, for example, 
is part of the Idea of man. But he does not mention the 
Ideas in this passage. He is content to establish the neces¬ 
sity for an absolute standard in every science, and to insist 
that to have any value a science must know this mean. Of 
the two kinds of measurement the second only has any value, 
it can produce good results because it only has in view ‘ the 
mean, the opportune, the necessary, the middle between both 
excesses ’. 

The difference to which Plato is here pointing is an un¬ 
deniable fact : that Socrates feels hotter than Theaetetus (or 
hotter than usual) is not the same as Socrates having a tem¬ 
perature. And it is upon the proper and appropriate tem¬ 
perature that the doctor keeps his eye. So far Plato is right 
and the point was worth making; it is in fact the difference 
between the empirical and the scientific. We may, of course, 
deny that the scientific standard is absolute, that it never 
changes in any century or climate. Even so, however, there 
are two standards. This point Plato was the first to see, 
and to express as definitely, if not as clearly, as his pupil 
Aristotle. 

The Philebus is primarily a discussion of pleasure, but it 

1 For summary and interpretation of this passage see Appendix III. 
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raises incidentally, as Plato’s manner is, metaphysical prob¬ 
lems of the first magnitude. The old problem of the one 
and the many, of unity and plurality, comes up once more. 
In so far as it applies to the physical world, says Socrates, 
there is no difficulty and that the same particular can be 
considered both as a unity and a plurality need not disturb 
us. We know (we have seen it in the Parmenides) that the 
theory of Ideas will solve that. The difficulty is with the 
Ideas themselves (15a) : 

‘ when one attempts to consider man as a unit (i.e. as one class), 
and ox as one, and beauty and the good. It is earnest concern with 
these units (grades) by means of division that brings doubt.* 

Three problems arise, we are told, whether such c monads ’ 
exist ; whether they continue to exist as units and are not 
subject to birth and decay ; how they can be present in 
many particulars and yet remain one. We recognize at once 
the difficulties of the theory of Ideas. That they are called 
henads or monads here creates no difficulty ; it is from this 
point of view that they will be discussed in this dialogue 
and Plato was never tied to any particular name for his Ideas. 
He seems indeed to have deliberately avoided using a con¬ 
sistent technical vocabulary : not only does he call his Forms 
by many names but he continues to use the words eldog and 
tdia in their untechnical sense, a thing which a Greek would 
probably hardly notice but which not infrequently troubles 
commentators. 

What is more surprising is that after this restatement of 
the difficulties inherent in his theory we once more expect 
him to deal with them and to expound the theory of Forms 
more or less de novo , but we get nothing of the kind. After 
a warning against a merely contentious use of the method 
of logical classification he introduces an ‘ ancient theory 5 to 
account for the existence of the physical world, ‘ those things 
which are always spoken of as existing 5 (redv del Xeyofiivoov 
elvai , 16c), namely that everything is made by a combina¬ 
tion of limit (ndgag) and the unlimited or indefinite (prob¬ 
ably a Pythagorean theory). He then repeats that it is our 
duty always to search for one Form, or as few as possible. 
Thus in a classification we will pass from one to as few classes 
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as possible, each embodying a Form, and not leap from one 
to infinity (the unlimited). We must not, for example, jump 
from the genus animal to particular specimens, but subdivide 
the animal kingdom into definite classes or species accord¬ 
ing to their common characteristics. It is quite clear that 
here at least the Forms are identified with the limiting factor. 

A little later Plato returns to the formula of the limit and 
the indefinite and elaborates it into a general formula to 
account for the existence of things in the phenomenal world. 1 
He now adds a third kind, the result of their mixture (av/u- 
fucryo/uevov ), and then also the cause or agent which provokes 
the process. In explaining these various factors he identifies 
the indefinite with the more-and-less, by which he means the 
old opposites of previous philosophers for which more-and- 
less is a general formula. Hot-cold for example, or more 
exactly hotter-colder, is a continuum capable of infinite ex¬ 
tension in either direction, but every actual object has a defi¬ 
nite temperature. As Plato puts it, limit or definiteness has 
been impressed upon the more-and-less. Everything that 
exists has a so-much ( noaov ) of each of its qualities. This 
is a point of contact with the passage from the Politicus dis¬ 
cussed above, for the so-much is an approximation to the 
absolute mean which science keeps in view. The right com¬ 
bination of limit and the more-and-less produces health in 
the body, as it produces music out of a meaningless chaos 
of sound (26 a). 

We are once more studying, from a different angle, the 
old problem of the c participation ’ of particular objects in 
the Ideas. The whole formula of limit, unlimited, mixture 
and cause is but a general formula to cover every particular 
case of such participation. It is not meant to supersede, but 
to explain it. We also understand now why the Ideas were 
called henads or monads at the beginning of the dialogue. 
They typify oneness or unity as against plurality, and the 
one is definitely identified with the limit, plurality with the un¬ 
limited or indefinite. 1 We know from the passage on the 
human and the cosmic numbers in the Republic that the Ideas 
can, from one point of view, be looked upon as mathematical 
formulae. Any such formula or equation is essentially the 
1 See Appendix IV. 
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limit with which they are here identified, while the inchoate 
potentiality of what is unordered by number is the more- 
and-less. Hence also the repetition at the beginning of the 
dialogue that somehow—how, it is difficult to understand, 
but somehow it must be—the monad or Idea, though pre¬ 
sent in an infinite number of particulars, yet retains its essen¬ 
tial oneness, remains an ever-same, unchanging, eternal unit. 

It has been well said that ‘ causality through the indwell¬ 
ing presence of the Idea is to Plato a mere blank cheque, 
of universal dialectical application, but intended to be filled 
up whenever possible with concrete ethical and physical 
meaning \ l The Philebus gives a description of the general 
formula in accordance with which this cheque is to be filled 
in if it is to be valid. We have, for example, a number of 
potentialities indefinitely extensible in either direction, one 
for every quality of man, and we have the Idea man, itself 
a focus of other Ideas which here combine (as we have learned 
from the Sophist that they could) to form this Idea of man. The 
Idea is then impressed upon the mass of indefinite potentiali¬ 
ties and the result is a man. This may be looked upon as 
a single operation, or a series of simultaneous operations if 
each combining Idea is considered separately, as logically it 
may, and in each case the operation consists of the impress 
of limit upon the indefinite more-and-less. 

And each operation, being an act of birth and therefore 
an activity, needs an agent, the fourth factor, the making or 
moving cause. 2 This moving cause is later identified with 
mind (vofig), naturally enough, for mind is the highest func¬ 
tion of the soul, and the soul is the only thing which is capable 
of originating motion. 

The Philebus does not then in any way supersede the theory 
of Ideas, but the whole argument is, on the contrary, built 
upon their existence. We find them in this dialogue, not 
only as the monads of the beginning of the dialogue, but later 
also there are c those things which remain ever the same and 

1 By Shorey : The Idea of Good , p. 198. 

1 Clearly we have here three at least of Aristotle’s four causes : Form 
(here limit), matter (the unlimited, or rather the indefinite, for it is not 
strictly substance to Plato), and the moving cause. It might be main¬ 
tained that the mixture is the final cause, but that is a doubtful identifica¬ 
tion. The other three, however, are obvious. 
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unmixed ’ (59 a), ‘justice itself which exists . . . and all those 
other things that really are ’ (62a), and ‘ the good which can¬ 
not be tracked down as one Form but can be expressed in 
three : beauty, symmetry and truth ’ (65a). All these are 
clearly Ideas in the same sense as they ever were. 

In the Timaeus the Ideas are the pattern or model which 
the Maker has in view when he fashions the universe, and 
he makes the whole world as like them as possible. This 
pattern consists of the Forms of every kind of thing in the 
world, as well it may since there is, strictly speaking, a Form 
of every universal term, every genus, species, element or ethical 
value, perhaps even of all manufactured as well as natural 
objects. The relation between this ideal pattern and other 
kinds of reality will be discussed elsewhere. 1 Suffice it to 
say here that the Ideas are still the supreme reality after which 
the world is made. 

The Laws is a treatise of practical politics. An Athenian 
discusses with a Spartan and a Cretan the foundation of a 
new colony. No doubt the Athenian represents the views 
of Plato himself, but neither of the other two is a philosopher 
in any sense. We do not therefore expect to find any very 
profound discussion of metaphysics, logic or psychology; and 
the theory of Ideas is not directly referred to. There is no 
reason why it should be. But the general point of view 
is essentially the same as before : wisdom is still the highest 
good for man, truth the thing to be attained above all others, 
and we must still follow reason. 8 The priority of the soul is 
asserted and, when it is established by argument in the tenth 
book we find that it is knowledge that makes the soul like 
the gods. The order and purpose of the universe are insisted 
on. 3 What the knowledge may be which our rulers must 
have is explained very briefly at the very end : they must 
understand the one supreme aim of statesmanship, which is 
to encourage virtue and goodness. To do this they must 

1 When discussing Plato’s gods, below p. 167. 

* See e.g. 63 ic, 639ft, 645a ; 688«, 696c ; 730c ff. ; we may also note 
that division is still ‘ according to the Forms ’ in the case of music at 700 a ff. 

*See 7 a6, 889c, 892a, 897ft, and passim. 
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understand the nature of ‘ the one ’ and * the many how 
the virtues are four and yet one; they must be able to give 
a reasoned account of them, for then only can they have 
understanding (965^) : 

‘ Therefore we said that the best craftsman and guardian must in 
every case be able to look not only at the many things, but also be 
able to press forward to the underlying unity and know that, and 
thus get a general view of all things and arrange them in relation 
to it. 

—Rightly. 

—And could there be any more precise examination and con¬ 
templation of anything for any one than to be able to look from many 
things unlike one another towards one Form. 

—Perhaps. 

—Not perhaps but certainly, my friend. There is no surer 
method for any man than this. 

—I will take your word for it, my foreign friend. Let us proceed 
on that assumption.’ 

Clearly this is the knowledge of Ideas. The Cretan does not 
understand, and this was obviously not the place for a fuller 
explanation ; but Plato makes it quite obvious that he has 
not abandoned his belief that the statesman must have know¬ 
ledge of the eternal values. For, he adds (966a) they must 
also understand the essential unity of all beauty and of all 
good, and this means to apprehend the Idea in each case. 
The statesman must also be able to give an account of every¬ 
thing of which an account is possible. 1 

We have now seen the Ideas slowly emerge from the Socratic 
definition, as Aristotle said they did, and then blaze forth in 
all their glory in the dialogues of the middle period. We 
have seen them remain, until the very end of Plato’s life, 
the fundamental hypothesis upon which he based the rest of 
his philosophy, in spite of the fact that he was well aware 
of the difficulties which the theory implied. To make com- 

1 967* : 80a X6yov $x £ h rovrcov dwardg fj dovvcu Xdyov. On the question 
of the Ideas in the Laws see Brochard’s discussion {Etudes , 151-68) with 
which I fully agree. (He makes a slight mistake, however, when at 668c ff. 
he takes 8x1 nor 9 ian and ovoia to refer to the world of Ideas. They 
clearly refer to the phenomena which works of art imitate.) 
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pletely valid knowledge possible it was essential that there 
be some such universal realities not subject to change and 
decay, and that these should be apprehended by the human 
intelligence. And, since some such realities were necessary, 
Plato was satisfied to assert that there existed such a reality 
corresponding to what we are more apt to call every abstract 
concept. But to look upon the Ideas as concepts in any 
shape or form is a mistake, for a concept cannot by definition 
exist until the mind has conceived it, and this Plato quite 
deliberately refused to admit of his Ideas. They are rather 
the objective reality to which the concept corresponds, and 
they exist whether we know them or not. If the whole 
human race weie senseless savages, the eternal Form of justice 
would exist as fully in any case, though it would be even less 
perfectly realized in the world. So that in the intelligible 
world there is no place for progress or evolution : the pattern 
is the same though the copy—the world of sense—may reflect 
it more or less closely at different times. That it progresses 
in this direction in a sure and certain manner is not definite ; 
if we are to trust the Politicus myth, the old belief in cycles 
of alternate advance and relapse had its attraction for Plato. 

The Ideas are spaceless and immaterial. That is perfectly 
clear from the Phaedo on, and to press poetical expressions 
used in certain myths which would seem to assert the con¬ 
trary, is childish and ridiculous. Ideas are quite indepen¬ 
dent of particulars : men may come and men may die, they 
may even all die, but the Idea of man, like that of beauty, 
goodness and all the rest, would still exist. In fact humanity 
does not die, and the problem of extinct species probably did 
not occur to Plato. 

Considered as truth, the Ideas are the objective realities 
that general terms connote. It is from this aspect that Plato 
thought of them as mathematical formulae which governed 
the physical world and brought order out of chaos, laws that 
governed every human action as well as the movements of 
the stars and planets, the one right way of doing things in 
the moral sphere. For as a mathematician he dreamed of 
introducing mathematical accuracy even there. And as they 
make for harmony they are beautiful and are the objects of 
our passionate longing to see, to know and understand beauty 
4 
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and, by means of this understanding, to create further beauty. 
Again as the source of order, bringing harmony where chaos 
reigned, they are good, for harmony is the essence of good¬ 
ness and usefulness (almost synonymous terms to a Greek) 
whereas what is discordant is not only ugly, but useless and 
self-destructive. They are also the truths of logic, for it is 
from them that both subject and predicate derive their mean¬ 
ing. But to regard them merely as logical entities and rules 
of thought is to deprive Platonism of all its inspiration and 
emotional appeal. 



II 


PLEASURE 

The second half of the fifth century is well known as a period 
of criticism. The old laws, the old traditions, were all vigor¬ 
ously called in question. The Sophists are typical products 
of this spirit and to some extent exploited it. The funda¬ 
mental problem of all ethics naturally attracted their atten¬ 
tion. When duty and pleasure clash, as they so often seem 
to do in life, why should the latter be sacrificed to the former ? 
Several of the Sophists maintained that it should not, and 
they expressed this conflict as a struggle between nature 
{(pvoiq) on the one hand and law or convention (vojuog) on 
the other. It was then 4 n atural ’ for a „ man la.se ek only 
his own pleasure and happiness, provided jhat he werejstrong 
enough to rise above the legal obstacles and punishments" 
which the weaker majority tried to put in his way. 

In opposition to this view Socrates and Plato boldly asserted 
that any such wild beast beh aviour is tho roughly unnatural 
and against human nature in the true sense . ThIs"'position" 
is consistently upheld throughout the dialogues, but there are 
interesting differences in Plato’s attitude to the pleasure prin¬ 
ciple in man, from the puritanical anti-hedonism of the Gorgias 
—a very natural reaction against the apostles of pleasure for 
a young man with deeply idealistic and social beliefs—to the 
saner and more mellow teaching of the Laws . For we must 
not let the severity of the punishments decreed against cer¬ 
tain types of crime in this last work blind us to the fact that 
Plato’s philosophy is there more balanced, with a greater 
depth of understanding, and that he incorporates a great 
deal that he had rejected in his youth. 1 

1 See Friedl&nder, II, 644-5. Ritter (II, 589-612) contrasts the attitude 
of the Phatdo with that of later works. 

5i 
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A discussion of Plato’s attitude to pleasure will take us mostly 
to the Gorgias , the Protagoras , the Phaedo , the Republic , the 
Philebus ana the Laws . 

The Gorgias is formally a discussion of rhetoric and-Qf its 
funct ion in the state. Gorgias himself, the veteran teacher 
of oratofy 7 TvouI 3 ^Have been the last person to uphold a crude 
hedonism which he probably despised as heartily as Plato 
did, but, as Socrates points out, he is putting in the hands 
of his pupils a dangerous weapon which, unless properly 
used, may do far more harm than good ; Calljclcs , Socr ates’ 
chief *i rr 4^^n^lrxi?^ pupil. Polus 

on the other hand, like his master before him, has only failed 
to think out his fundamental assumptions. 

In the first scene, which is comparatively short, Gorgias 
in fact admits Socrates’ point, for he compares himself to a 
teacher of boxing, wrestling or fencing, and maintains that 
the pupil, not the master, should be held responsible for the 
use he makes of his newly acquired skill (456c ff.). This is 
a sound and reasonable position, but it is hardly consistent 
with the dignity of the great sophist whose vague pretensions 
were much wider. When pressed, he lightly admits that 
should any of his pupils be ignorant of right and wrong (to 
dbtaiov) he would certainly teach them this also (460 a). 
The contradiction is obvious, for he now accepts the very 
responsibility he was denying before, and, when this is pointed 
out to him he retires from the argument. This he can do with 
good grace, for he had been lecturing for some time before 
Socrates’ arrival (447 a), and is by this time somewhat weary. 

Polus now takes up the argument. He sees quite clearly 
the weakness of Gorgias’ position and frankly admits that 
the aim of rhetoric is pleasure (462c) ; pleasure to him is 
a good and a fine thing ; to which Socrates replies that rhe¬ 
toric undoubtedly gives the power to do what one thinks fit 
(a doxel) but this is of little use, for what a man really wants 
(ft Povtexai) is to do what is good for him, and the two are 
not necessarily the same (4660). He boldly states that it is 
better to suffer wrong than to do it. To this Polus will not 
agree, because, he says, the wrong-doer is clearly happier 
than his victim, which Socrates in turn denies. The discus¬ 
sion seems to have reached a deadlock, until Polus admits 
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that, though it is worse to suffer than to commit a wrong, the 
latter is more ugly. This concession—that to do wrong is 
ugly—offers a common basis for discussion, nor is Socrates 
slow to take advantage of it. He makes Polus admit that 
a thing is beautiful (xaXov) when it is either useful or pleasur¬ 
able or both, and ugly when it is painful or bad. If then 
to do wrong is uglier than to be wronged, yet less painful, 
it must be worse, i.e. more evil. Polus is forced to agree, and 
the rest is easy. To do wrong is now admitted to be worse 
than to suffer it, yet all men want what is good for them. 
If so they should prefer to be sinned against rather than to 
sin, and Socrates is free to develop at length his paradoxical, 
but profoundly sincere belief that happiness is to be found 
in righteousness only and that sinners ought to wish for their 
own correction. 1 

Here and there the argument seems to us purely logical and 
academic, all the more so because a good deal is taken for 
granted, as for example the equation of good with useful. 
This, however, was a common Greek idea which to Socrates* 
audience seemed self-evident. They made no difference be¬ 
tween ‘good 5 and ‘good for somebody or for something 5 . 2 3 * 

Callicles now comes upon the stage in full rhetorical panoply. 
Though not himself a sophist, he is a typical product of their 
education. He is the complete and uncompromising hedonist 1 
who is not to be shamed o r~browbeaT CTT~ The discussion be- 
fween him and Socrates is one of the most dramatic in Plato. 
In it the two lives, that of the search for pleasure and that 
of the search for truth, hedonism and the love of knowledge, 
stand face to face, personified in the two protagonists. Calli¬ 
cles indeed cannot at first believe that this is anything but 
a clever debate, but, once he is persuaded that Socrates is 
in earnest, he launches upon a long speech which we may take 
to be typical. It is no parody, but a very^fine^specimen of 
real eloquence and consummate sJdll.^~He certainly has not 

1 In the argument with Polus (466-8 la) a certain confusion is introduced 
when Socrates, in defining ‘ beautiful ’ (including the beauty of laws, 
institutions and music) as pleasurable or useful or both, fails to differentiate 
between the pleasure of the subject and that of a spectator (474*/). 

2 See on pp. 217 ff. 

3 Note how carefully Plato has constructed this speech. It has four 

parts : (i) 482C-4830, introductory remarks ; (ii) 4830-484^, the anti- 
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studied rhetoric in vain. He goes over the weak points of 
his two predecessors and rebukes Socrates for taking advan¬ 
tage of them. Clearly and unambiguously he puts before us 
the contrast betwera^conVention and nature as he conceives 
it. Polus’ admission that to do wrong is ugly was purely 
conventional, he says, and should have been understood as 
such, ^jurrent morality i&jnerely a convenient arrangement 
by which the weak restrain the strong,--whom they fear (484a) : 

‘ But I think that, if a man is born with adequate natural endow¬ 
ments ( 9 wolv ixavfjv $%cov), he will shake off all those restraints, 
break through them and escape, trample underfoot all our writings 
and trickeries and charms, all law that is contrary to nature. This 
slave of ours rises to be our master and natural right shines.’ 

Philosophy, he goes on, is all very well for youths and very 
suitable for them. In middle age, however, it is highly ridicu¬ 
lous and prevents manly and virile pursuits. He then con¬ 
cludes with an earnest appeal to Socrates to put away such 
childish things (485^) : 

* You care not, Socrates, for the things for which you should care, 
and you distort the noble nature of your soul to a childish form ; 
you could not properly conduct an argument in court, nor is it 
probable that you could make it convincing or give vigorous advice 
to another. 

And yet, my dear Socrates—do not be angry with me; I speak 
for your own good—do you not think it shameful to be in such a 
position as I believe you are in, you and those others who pursue 
philosophy too far ? If any one were to arrest you or some one like 
you and drag you into prison, accuse you of a wrong you had not 
committed, you know you would be at a loss what to do, you would 
be dazed and gape and have nothing to say. In court you would 
be condemned to death though your accuser be evil and inferior, if 
he asked for the death penalty. How can that be a wise thing, 
Socrates, an art which takes hold of a noble man and makes him 
deteriorate, unable to help himself, unable to save himself or others 
from the greatest danger ; which allows him to be robbed of every¬ 
thing by his enemies, to live quite without rights in his own city ? * 

thesis between nature and convention ; (iii) 4846-485*, criticism of philo¬ 
sophy ; (iv) 485*~486(/, personal appeal to Socrates. Contrast this, for 
example, with the supposed speech of Lysias in the Phaedrus (2310-2346), 
which is purposely lacking in construction. 
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Here at last is a man who does not shrink from the con¬ 
sequences of his convictions, who is, it seems, clear-headed 
enough to realize them. Socrates welcomes him with a warmth 
that is not altogether ironical, for with such a man you know 
where you stand. Faced with this thorough-going hedonism, 
how will Socrates proceed ? In his characteristic way, by 
making Callicles define his terms. Right, we are told, is the 
advantage of the strongest. That is, stronger and better are 
identical terms. 

Very well, but who are the stronger ? For in one sense the 
majority are stronger than the few, so that they may be 
right after all. With some irritation Callicles protests that 
he is not referring to physical strength, else a mob of slaves 
would rule us by virtue of their superior numbers. This first 
limitation is, of course, important. And when he has further 
somewhat lightly accepted the definition of the stronger as 
the more intelligent ((pQonju(breQOL ), we proceed in the same 
way with his other term ‘ advantage ’, literally c to have more \ 
More of what? Food? Drink? Clothes? Callicles pro¬ 
tests (4910) : 

‘ I have been telling you for some time. First of all by those who 
are stronger I do not mean shoemakers or cooks, but men who can 
intelligently manage the state, who are not only intelligent but 
brave also, able to carry through what they intend, and not to 
fail through softness of heart ( did fiakaKiav rfjg yvxfjs)-’ 

He indignantly rejects the notion that self-control (to rule 
oneself) is a good thing. Selfcindulgence^. 1 

is his aim an d To say, as some do, that happiness 

consists of having no needs or desires is to prai se the life j )f 
a, stone* not of a^man. At tHat rate a corpse would be the 
happiest of men. To which Socrates replies, quoting Euri¬ 
pides and the Orphic sages, that perhaps it is. Answering 
imagery with imagery he then compares Callicles’ ideal to 
a man trying to fill a sieve, a torture of hell, or a jar with 
large holes, the filling of which is painful and interminable, 
whereas your self-controlled man has a jar that will hold 
what is put into it. Which is the better ? 

All this is myth, not argument, and Callicles remains un¬ 
moved : sieve, jar, torrent, anything you like, but the life 
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of pleasure is just that : to be hungry and to eat, to be thirsty 
and to drink. Also no doubt, Socrates adds, to itch and to 
scratch, and be happy in the scratching ? Does this apply to 
scratching the head only ? Need we go further ? asks Socrates. 
But Callicles will not be shamed, though he is disgusted at 
Socrates 5 vulgarity (494^). 

We may pause here a moment to note that only the fear 
of contradicting himself makes Callicles continue to main¬ 
tain, with obstinate courage, that pleasure and the good are 
identical. Socrates is perfectly justified in pushing the argu¬ 
ment to its logical conclusion even at the cost of shocking 
polite society; and the other’s disgust is very typical of his 
sophistic surroundings. Squeamishness is ever the enemy of 
mental integrity. Callicles is all but beaten already, the 
simplest appeal to experience drives him to insincerity. His 
position is then attacked logically (495c ff.). 1 

He agrees that good and bad are opposites that cannot 
apply to the same thing at the same time : health and disease 
for example cannot coexist, one follows the other, one dis¬ 
appears as the other appears. On this general statement 
Socrates bases his refutation of the assertion that pleasure 
and good, pain and evil, are identical. For on this assump¬ 
tion thirst is evil, the pleasure of quenching it good. But 
you do not feel pleasure in drinking unless you are thirsty, 
the pleasure ceases when the pain is no longer present. There¬ 
fore pleasure and pain, since in this and other cases they co¬ 
exist and are conditioned by one another, cannot be true 
opposites like good and evil, and it follows that the identity 
of pleasure with good, pain with evil, is untenable. 2 Further, 

1 In a compressed passage, which has no immediate bearing on the 
argument, Callicles is made to maintain that while pleasure and good 
are identical, knowledge is different both from good and from a virtue 
—courage. The point seems to be to emphasize the difference between 
him and Socrates, who notoriously identified knowledge with virtue and 
good. Incidentally, Callicles seems to have forgotten that knowledge is 
essential to his ‘ strong man ’ since he has defined him as knowledgeable, 
<pp 6 vifj,og. 

2 The close relation of pleasure with pain is often emphasized in Plato. 
As Socrates, whose bonds have just been loosened, says to his friends in 
Phaedo, 60a : ‘ What a strange thing, it appears, is that which men call 
pleasure. How strange its relation to what is considered its opposite, 
pain, in that they refuse to visit a man together, yet if he pursue one of 
them and capture it, he is almost always compelled to have the other also, 
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Callicles had called his strong men wise and brave (<pqovijuoi 
xal av 8 geioi) y but he now admits that the ignorant feel as 
much pleasure as the wise, the coward as the brave. But 
if pleasure is the only good, man is good in so far as he feels 
pleasure. What does he mean then by calling the wise and 
brave better men ? 

Callicles is now compelled to shift his ground, and does 
so in characteristic fashion (4996) : 

‘ I’ve been listening to you and agreeing with you for quite a 
while, Socrates, and reflecting how gleefully you hold on to any 
point one may concede to you in jest, just as if you were a boy. Do 
you really suppose that I, or any other man, would deny that some 
pleasures are better and others worse ? ’ 

Socrates does indeed grasp at this important concession, that 
some pleasures are good, and others bad, and this he at once, 
with the other’s consent, takes to mean that some are useful, 
others harmful. 1 The former clearly do us good, and we 
seek them for the sake of that good. So also we will sub¬ 
mit to beneficial pain. This gives us another criterion by 
which to choose our pleasures, and pleasure is no longer our 
ultimate aim. We do what is pleasant for the sake of what 
is good, and not vice versa (500a). To know what pleasures 
are good is a subject of study in which special knowledge is 
called for. Thus we get back to the fundamental Socratic 
position that knowledge is the aim of life and philosophy is 
vindicated. 

Socrates now has little difficulty in forcing Callicles to agree 
to the whole point of view which the latter could hardly be¬ 
lieve to be seriously meant when he first entered the lists ; 
the ideal of self-indulgence is shown to lead only to disorder, 
disease and unhappiness. We should aim, says Socrates with 
some emphasis, not at pleasure, but to attain what is good : 
order, knowledge and self-control (507 d) : 

‘ This seems to me the aim that we must keep before us throughout 
life. To this all our actions, both public and private, should tend, 

like the two sides of an angle.* Wilamowitz (I, 173) arbitrarily emphasizes 
the difference between these two passages. 

1 Cp. Lysis , 221 a, where Socrates speaks of good and bad desires as being 
useful and harmful respectively. 
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to endow with justice and moderation those who are to be happy. 
This is how we must act, and not allow our passions to go unchecked 
in an attempt to satisfy them, for it is an aimless evil to live a pirate’s 
life like that. Such a man would be a friend to no one, man or god. 
For he is incapable of co-operation, and where there is no co¬ 
operation there is no love. The wise men tell us, Callicles, that it is 
co-operation and love and order and moderation and righteousness 
that hold together heaven and earth and gods and men, and for that 
reason, my friend, they speak of order of the universe (xoojuog) not 
of its disorder and turpitude. . . .’ 

I have dealt with the Gorgias at some length because it 
puts the essentials of the problem before us with a dramatic 
vigour that is nowhere surpassed, as well as the general atti¬ 
tude of Socrates and Plato towards it. It does not, however, 
attain any very great height of argumentation or depth of 
understanding. Callicles takes up a position so absolute as 
to be impossible, and once he is driven from it his defeat is 
all but achieved. It should be noted that throughout this 
dialogue Plato’s attit ude to pleasure is hostile r alm ostjDuri- 
tanical. It is true that some pleasures are admitted to be 
good, or rather to lead to the good, which is our real aim, 
the pleasure being presumably incidental. But the emphasis 
is definitely on the bad pleasures, the existence of which Calli¬ 
cles is forced to admit. The pleasure-seeker is constantly 
opposed to him who seeks the good—Socrates—and the two 
points of view are presented as definitely incompatible. The 
mention of the aesthetic pleasures of colour, sound, &c., at 
474^ is the only hint that there are higher pleasures than 
the pleasures of the body upon which the whole discussion 
is focused. We are left with the impression that the pleasure 
instinct is regrettable to say the least, hardly indeed that it 
is a natural human instinct at all except for Callicles and his 
like, who can only claim consideration because of their num¬ 
bers. But Socrates admits that the true art of speech (which 
is none other than philosophy) should investigate the nature 
of pleasure (501a). 

The same is true, to a lesser extent, of the Protagoras , to 
which we must now turn, and it is one of the many com¬ 
mon traits of those two great dialogues of Plato’s youth. 
The Protagoras takes up the problem exacdy where the Gorgias 
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left it: We have seen so far that pleasure and good rannnt. 
be identicalJPor w hile some ple as ures are jm or^ others are 
adTmttedlyliarmful, and from this Socrates concluded that 
ou r aim sho uld be the good 7 not pleasur e. But this, we now 
see, does not necessarily follow. Socrates examines with Pro¬ 
tagoras the position of the man in the street (‘ the many ’) 
that some pleasures are good, others bad. And just as Calli- 
cles was forced to take up this position, so Protagoras in the 
dialogue that bears his name may be said to agree to it by 
default. 1 In the course of a discussion on the unity of virtue 
or excellence, and especially as to^wKHher courage can be 
reduced to knowledge” Socrates introduces the problem of 
pleasure as follows (351 A) : 

1 You agree, said I, Protagoras, that some men live well, others 
badly?’ 

He agreed. 

‘ Do you consider that a man lives well, if he lives in pain and 
suffering ? ’ 

He said not. 

‘ What if a man has lived pleasurably up to the time of his death ? 
Would you not say in that case that he lived well ? 

—I would, he replied. 

—Then to live pleasurably is good, the contrary bad ? 

—If, he said, one takes pleasure in the right things. 

—What is this, Protagoras ? Do not tell me that you, like the 
majority of men, call certain pleasures bad and certain pains good. 
For what I mean is, are things not good in so far as they are pleasur¬ 
able, unless indeed some other consequences follow from them , and is not 
pain bad in the same way, in so far as it is painful ? ’ 

But Protagoras will not agree to this without qualification, 
and they proceed to examine the whole question. They agree 
in theJiistTm*^ ^en~-ai£jn^ed by kn^ 

tre ason, not by Jjxi^ukeX That being so, it is necessary to 
’^6xpiain how men can be said to be overcome by passion, 
pleasure, love, &c., against their better judgement, and 

1 For proof of this see my article on * The Structural Unity of the 
Protagoras ’ in Classical Quarterly /, July-October 1933. 

* Since they both agree to this, it is not necessary to argue the point 
here. It is a cardinal point of Socratic ethics which is discussed on 
pp. 216 ff. 
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Socrates continues his imaginary argument with the man in 
the street (353^) : 

‘ And then again, I said, if they should ask us : “ What then do 
you say is that which we call being overcome by pleasure ? ” I would 
answer them as follows : “ Listen, Protagoras and I will try to tell 
you : Do you say, gentlemen, that this happens in the following 
cases : often men are overcome by the pleasures of food, drink and 
sex and perform actions which they know to be evil ? ”—They would 
agree—Then you and I would ask them further : “ Why do you call 
those things evil ? Is it because each of them provides an immediate 
pleasure and is pleasurable, or because it leads to later diseases, and 
brings poverty, and many other things like that ? Supposing some¬ 
thing does not lead to any such later consequences, would it still be 
evil because it in some way gives man intended enjoyment? ”—Must 
we not suppose, Protagoras, that they will answer that those things 
are evil, not because they give immediate pleasure, but on account 
of their consequences, diseases and what not ? 

I think, said Protagoras, that the ordinary man would answer in 
that way. 

“ Then in causing disease they cause pain, and in causing poverty 
they cause pain ? ” I think they would agree. 

Protagoras thought so too. 

“ These things then, gentlemen, according to Protagoras and 
myself, seem bad to you for no other reason than because they end 
in pain and deprive you of other pleasures. ’’ Would they not agree ? 

We both thought they would.’ 

In the same way, £ the many 5 are shown that if they say that 
certain pains are good, it is only because, like physical drill 
and surgical operations or military service, they lead either 
to further pleasures or to the avoidance of greater pain (354c) : 

* This then you think to be bad, namely pain, and pleasure to be 
good, since you call pleasure itself bad at such times as it deprives 
you of greater pleasures, or leads to pains greater than the pleasure 
it contains. For if it was with reference to some other end that you 
called pleasure bad, and for some other reason, you would be able to 
tell us of it. But that you are unable to do.’ 

And the same is true, mutatis mutandis , of pain. It is clear 
now that the qualified hedonism of the masses and (by im¬ 
plication at least) of Protagoras can be reduced to hedonism 
pure, since the only criterion by which they judge the good 
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isjaleasnre-^^ Socrates then goes on to 

prove that when people are overcome by passion or pleasure 
they are guilty of a miscalculation in comparing the pleasure 
immediately before them with the pleasure or pain that will 
follow later, in weighing pleasure against pleasure, pain 
against pain, and each against the other. Their contention 
that they do evil though they know what is good becomes 
absurd if for good and evil we substitute the, to them, equiva¬ 
lent terms pleasure and pain, for then we must suppose that 
they choose pain instead of pleasure. Immediate pleasure is 
more attractive only because it seems to be greater at the 
moment, and that can be rectified by more accurate measure¬ 
ment. Hence what we need is a more accurate science of 
measurement (r e%vr) jueTQrjrixrj). Once more we come to the 
conclusion that knowledge is our aim, even admitting the 
hedonism of the ordinary man. 

With this we are not at the moment concerned, but we 
note that Callicles need not have let himself be driven so 
easily from his fundamental position that pleasure and good 
are identical, even if he had to admit, as every one must, 
that not all pleasures are desirable. For that need not imply 
any extraneous good with reference to which pleasure must 
be judged. The distasteful pleasures which Socrates so rudely 
brought into the discussion could have been admitted to be 
vicious because they lead to pain and for no other reason. 
If, then, in the Gorgias, Plato proved that hedonism in its 
crudest form is untenable, in the Protagoras he makes it clear 
that it is not enough to admit, as Protagoras did, that some 
pleasures are bad unless you are prepared to provide, which 
Protagoras was not, another criterion than pleasure by which 
to judge them. Failing that it is meaningless, with Gorgias 
and Protagoras, to dissociate oneself from hedonism as a 
philosophy. 

Nor need we be shocked by Socrates’ attitude in this dialogue. 
He does not in fact identify himself with the hedonistic cal¬ 
culus which is primarily an argumentum ad Protagoram , though 
he argues the point with great vigour and freshness, and with 
the zest of an explorer. Even if he never argued this side 
of the question in his lifetime (which can never be proved) 
there would be nothing shocking to a Greek in seeing the 
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apostle of the useful in this role. The Greeks had been spared 
both a puritan revolution and a Victorian revival of Puri¬ 
tanism, and there was nothing shameful to them in lusty 
enjoyment. Nor, for all his austerity, was there to Plato, 
though in his earlier works, such as the Gorgias and even 
more the Phaedo , he expresses himself about the life of pleasure 
with a severity worthy of an ascetic. Fortunately his Greek 
common sense and realism were never far distant, and pre¬ 
served him from puritanical excess. 

Plato’s early works are full of hints that will be developed 
later, and it is interesting to note the distinction made by 
Prodicus in the Protagoras between enjoyment and pleasure. 
It is rejected by Socrates later in the argument, and is 
indeed largely verbal : Enjoyment Prodicus defines as occur¬ 
ring * when one is learning something, and taking a share of 
wisdom with the mind ’ and pleasure is what one feels ‘ when 
eating, drinking or having some other pleasant experience with 
the body’. 1 With the exception of this hint, there is not, 
any more than in the Gorgias , any mention of the higher 
pleasures. It is eating, drinking and sex, the stock phrase for 
physical pleasures, that are first and foremost the subject of 
discussion in the passages on hedonism. 

It is clear now that we must find some criterion by which to 
judge pleasure, if we are to avoid hedonism. Socrates had 
already said in the Gorgias that this was 4 the good But 
unless that refers to the absolute Form of Good which we find 
in the Republic , and the theory of Ideas is at least not explicitly 
referred to in the work of this period, it is not very helpful, 
and in clear need of investigation. To put the same diffi¬ 
culty in another way, our problem is to find what it is that 
the good or useful pleasures have in common, what consti¬ 
tutes this quality of goodness which other pleasures do not 
possess ? 

The problem is very clearly stated in the Hippias Major* 
where a definition of beauty is sought. The attempt to define 
beauty is to Plato also an attempt to define goodness, and is 
thus in itself a search for the criterion we need, but there is one 

1 337c* Note the sophist’s petitio principii in including the word pleasant 
in the definition of pleasure. 

* For Platonic authorship see note 1 on page 8. 
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passage which concerns us even more directly. After several 
definitions have been found wanting, the beautiful is defined 
as that which is pleasurable to eye and ear. This includes 
pictures, sculpture, music, stories, and even laws and insti¬ 
tutions. 

The question then arises : what is the difference between the 
beautifu l and other pleasures^ What is their common char¬ 
acteristic which justifies us in putting them in a class apart ? 
They cannot differ in being pleasures, for that at least they 
share with all the others. Variations of intensity are here 
irrelevant (299 d), except that the most intense pleasures seem 
to be the most ugly. Nor is pleasure of sight beautiful because 
it is of sight, or of hearing because it is of hearing, for we are 
seeking a characteristic of both classes, together or apart. 
Nor is it the fact that they are pleasures of eye and ear, since 
one class can be beautiful apart from the other. Finally, the 
last and most vital suggestion is that the pleasures of eye and 
ear are beautiful because they are the * most harmless ’ of 
pleasures. This is then equated with ‘ most useful 5 and the 
definition of the beautiful as the useful had already been 
rejected because the useful is £ that which causes good thus 
establishing a difference between good and its cause, beautiful, 
which is not acceptable (297 c). The Hippias Major does not 
indeed give us any criterion by which to judge pleasure, but 
it puts the difficulty very clearly, and the last suggestion, though 
rejected here, will reappear later : the ‘ harmless ’ pleasures 
we shall meet again as the ‘ pure 9 pleasures of the Republic and 
the Philebus . We are still concerned only with the pleasures of 
sense, but some doubt is definitely expressed whether 
certain things may not give pleasures which cannot be so 
classified (298 d). 

This distinction between pleasures of the body and others 
is carried further in the Phaedo . As is well known, there is a 
very definite separation in this dialogue between body and soul, 
and it is the philosopher’s business to live as far as possible 
removed from bodily passions and desires. But the pleasures 
which he must avoid are qualified by some such phrase as the 
‘ so-called ’ pleasures (64^). In fact to him they are not really 
pleasurable at all ($ jur]dev tfdv rcov roiovrcov 65a). The implica¬ 
tion is that there are other pleasures for him to enjoy, but 
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these are referred to only once. 1 The word pleasure is still 
firmly attached to the body, and still primarily refers to eating, 
drinking, sex, and the like (64 d) . There is also a passage which 
is of special interest as repeating the hedonistic calculus of the 
Protagoras . Ordinary men are brave through fear of worse 
happening—their virtue is a fake (68*) : 

4 Because they are afraid that they may be deprived of other 
pleasures which they desire, they avoid certain pleasures because 
they are overcome by others. And yet to be ruled by pleasure they 
call depravity. But it is only because they are overcome by some 
that they overcome others. This is what we were saying just now : 
their self-control is due only to their depravity. 

—So it appears. 

—My dear Simmias, this is not the right way to goodness (aQEXYj) 
—to exchange pleasure for pleasure, pain for pain, fear for fear, the 
bigger for the smaller like coins—wisdom alone is the proper medium 
for which all should be exchanged. For with this, and with this 
alone, is courage real courage, and self-control and in a word true 
virtue, with wisdom, with or without pleasure and fear and all other 
such things.* 

And he goes on to explain how a proper standard of conduct 
can be based only on knowledge. There are two ways of life 
then : the wrong way, that of the average man based on a 
careful weighing of pleasure values, and the right way, that of 
the philosopher, based on knowledge. And, in the Phaedo , 
good means the transcendental Form of Goodness. This is an 
object of knowledge, and it is in this knowledge that the 
philosopher will find the only reliable criterion in the choice 
of his pleasures. To physical pleasure he will attach little 
importance, but of any other pleasures we have heard practi¬ 
cally nothing. We are left to conclude that the pleasure 
instinct plays little or no part in the life of the thinker, and this 
is quite in harmony with the complete divorce we find in this 
dialogue between the noetic and the physical world, reflected 
in an all but complete separation of the knowing mind from the 
rest of man’s personality. 

The Symposium leaves us with a very different impression. 2 

1 x 14^ : rag di nepl xd juavOaveiv (fjdovag). There is also reward and 
punishment after death and presumably the reward is pleasurable. 

* See pp. 129 ff. 
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There the satisfaction of the passionate desire for beauty leads 
to the greatest happiness and the greatest pleasure. This 
vindication of the emotions implies the abandonment of the 
pure intellectualism of the Phaedo , which it all but denies. 

It is here that the Republic makes its great contribution to 
our problem, by a theoretical reconciliation of the two points 
of view. There is, however, little about pleasure in the earlier 
books. 

In the introductory scene we find, it is true, a charming 
discussion of pleasure and old age, but it adds nothing to what 
we have seen hitherto. The pleasures discussed are still those 
of the senses, eating, drinking and sex, the privation of which 
old men deplore. But they are wrong, says Kephalus, in 
blaming age, they should blame their own incontinence which 
makes them wretched in age as it does in youth. The proper 
attitude is shown in the anecdote about Sophocles who, when 
asked whether he could still enjoy the pleasure of sex, replied : 
‘ Hush, man, I am delighted to have escaped from that, like a 
slave who has run away from a wild and crazy master 5 (329c). 
The rest of the first book is a discussion with the sophist 
Thrasymachus who takes up the same position as Callicles in 
the Gorgias ; to him also right is the advantage of the stronger. 
The attitude of Socrates is the same as before, and the general 
argument is on the same lines, though Thrasymachus is by far 
the more subtle and capable opponent. Throughout, the 
emphasis is on justice or right (dixaioovvr]) rather than on 
pleasure, which is hardly mentioned specifically ; nothing 
new is contributed to the problem of pleasure. 

This does not, in fact, enter the discussion in its own right 
until the fifth book, and then only for a moment. It is taken 
up in earnest only in the ninth. No doubt it is present by 
implication throughout, since the question put at the beginning 
of the second book, and answered in the ninth, is whether the 
just or the unjust man is the happier ; which life, that is, 
contains more pleasure. Whenever Plato treats of passion, the 
pleasure which comes from the satisfaction of it is obviously a 
factor in the discussion. Also, the scheme by which family 
life is eliminated in the fifth book is in a sense a scheme to 
subdue the violence of the sexual instincts to the needs of the 
state, and to create such a community of interests as will lead 
5 
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to c common joys and common sorrows , . 1 The desire to 
obtain the pleasures of love more freely is recognized where 
the rewards of the brave are homerically described, not with¬ 
out a touch of broad humour, as more kisses, wives, wines and 
roasts as well as honour, 2 whereas the pleasures of love are not 
specifically mentioned when the arrangements for marriage 
and procreation are made. 3 An important addition is made 
where, in the description of the philosopher, it is definitely 
stated that he finds pleasure in the pursuit of truth, his love 
for which is claimed to be as fundamental a passion as any 
other. 4 The hint of the Hippias Major is followed out, and the 
pleasures of the soul are definitely separated from those of the 
body. Recognizing the philosopher’s life as pleasurable in 
the full sense, Plato can now admit without qualms that we 
can only desire in any real sense that which gives us pleasure, 
though he still frequently uses the word of the physical pleasures 
alone. 6 

We are told in the fifth book that our guardians will need 
knowledge of the good. But what is the good ? Some say 
it is pleasure, others that it is wisdom. Both theories have their 
difficulty : the believers in wisdom, when pressed, can only 
define it as wisdom about the good, an obvious inclusion of the 
term to be defined in the definition, while every hedonist must 
admit that some pleasures are bad, an obvious contradiction. 
Appealed to for his own opinion Socrates is persuaded to 
describe, not indeed the good, but the offspring of the good, 
and gives the famous simile of the sun, which is to the world of 
sight what ‘ the Form of the good 5 is to the world of know¬ 
ledge. 6 What follows, the clearest exposition in Plato of the 
theory of Ideas, is from our present point of view an elabo- 

1 See p. 270. 2 468^, d. 

8 For in 4606, the ‘ greater opportunities of lying with women ’ are also 
only considered as the reward of the brave. It should be noted however 

that those who have passed the official age for child-bearing are to be 
free in their sexual relations. This, evidently, is no longer the concern 
of the state (461£), 

4 fjdovJj tpvxrjg in 4854/. The love of truth as a real passion see 4744/ ff., 

and 485 d. 

6 In the same way he goes on using the word ‘ passionate ’, imdvfirjTixdv, 
of the lowest part of the soul, even after he has made it explicitly clear in 
Book IX that every part has passions of its own. See pp. 136 ff. 

• For explanation of this simile and that of the Line see pp. 23 ff. 
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ration of the answer given in the Phaedo to the problem of the 
Protagoras, a solution foreshadowed in the Hippias Major. The 
‘ Form of the good ’ is the criterion by which pleasure can be 
judged. It is clear that in the simile of the Line the pleasures 
will be good in so far as they approach the highest point B, 
the Good, and that they will be so to the same extent as the 
objective reality and the functions of the soul which correspond 
to each section. Throughout the sixth, seventh and eighth 
books the interest is mainly metaphysical and political, though 
we should not forget that the whole discussion started from an 
attempt to determine the rival claims of pleasure and goodness. 

When we come to the ninth book, however, the ideal city 
has been built, the philosopher and the ideal Forms have been 
described, as well as the different types of government and of 
individuals corresponding to them. We can now return to the 
question debated in the first book : who is the happier, the 
good man or the bad ? Here is the natural place for a further 
discussion of pleasure, and so we find it in the second and 
third proofs that the tyrannical man is the most unhappy. The 
first proof was an appeal to experience, a description of the 
tyrant’s court as full of foes and flatterers, which convinces 
Glaucon that such a man cannot be happy (578-80). 

The discussion of pleasure begins by an explicit and emphatic 
statement that each part of the soul has its specific pleasures 
and passions (580^) : 

‘ As there are three parts of the soul, so it seems to me there are 
also three kinds of pleasure, a particular one for each, and so also 
with passions and ways of ruling the soul.’ 1 

There are three kinds of life, that of the lover of wisdom which 
is actuated by a passion for truth, that of the ambitious which 
is actuated by a passion for honour and victory and the ‘ pas¬ 
sionate ’ properly so called, whose main object is the grati¬ 
fication of physical desires, and the accumulation of wealth 
required for that purpose. Which gives the most pleasure ? 
(581c) : 

4 You know that if you were to ask each of those three men in 
turn which of the three lives is the most pleasurable, each would 

1 The psychological importance of this passage and of 586^ which repeats 
the statement is discussed on pp. 135 ff. 
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praise his own life most. The money-maker would say that, com¬ 
pared with personal gain the pleasures of being honoured or of 
learning are worth nothing, unless something about them brings 
money.* 

And the same is then true of the other two (58 le) : 

4 When the pleasures of each kind and the life itself are in 
dispute, not as to which is the more beautiful or ugly, nor the 
better or the worse to live, but as to which is actually the more 
pleasant and less painful, how are we to know which of them is 
speaking the truth ? * 

Socrates decides that three things are essential to a correct 
judgement: experience, knowledge, and the power of express¬ 
ing it. Which of our three men can claim superiority over the 
others in these ? To take experience first : the money-maker 
knows nothing of the joy that comes from the discovery of 
truth, whereas the philosopher must needs have experienced 
from childhood the advantages of money and the physical 
pleasures ; honour comes with success to all three kinds of 
men, so that the philosopher also knows the pleasure it gives ; 
while with the pleasures of research he alone is acquainted. 
In experience therefore he stands first. As for wisdom and 
knowledge, or intellect, the very instrument with which 
judgements are made, it is his own special tool, and language 
is the instrument of knowledge. 

Clearly then the philosopher alone has the experience, the 
wisdom and the power of expression required to make any 
true comparison ; his opinion therefore will be the true one. 
It follows that the pleasures of the mind are the greatest, those 
of honour inferior, and the physical pleasures come last of all. 
Plato does not say that physical pleasure is a delusion, or that 
honour is an empty thing. He merely gives it as his considered 
opinion that they pale into insignificance by the side of the 
pleasure one gets from the search for truth. We should 
remember that honour too was his in full measure, and that 
of those who have had experience of the three kinds of delights, 
he is by no means the only one to hold this opinion. That his 
contention was true for himself it is impossible to doubt. 

It has now been established that the pleasures of the mind 
are the greatest, judged qua pleasures, both by an appeal to the 
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outsider (Glaucon admitted from a description of the tyrant’s 
court that he could not be happy) and by an appeal to the 
subject himself. Socrates now tackles the problem set in the 
Gorgias as to the nature of pleasure itself. And this he can 
now do because the theory of Forms expounded in the previous 
books has given us what was lacking before, an objective 
criterion by which to differentiate between good pleasures 
and bad ; and he proceeds to assert that the pleasures of the 
philosopher are the most real, that the other pleasures are 
not ‘ altogether true’ (navalrfislq) and that they are not ‘pure 5 . 

There is such a thing as pleasure, and there is its opposite 
pain, but there is also a mental state which is neither one nor 
the other : c Between the two is a state of rest of the soul * 
(583c). It is pleasant after acute pain, as is a return to normal 
health after sickness ; so the cessation of an acute pleasure seems 
painful, but it is not really so. Pleasure and pain are both 
active states, xivrjaeu i.e. movements. And indeed there are 
pleaSuFerthat do not require previous pain, e.g. the pleasures 
of smell. We must imagine a higher and a lower region, and 
a point between them. Those who reach this point from below 
call it high, those who reach it from above call it low, like a 
man who compares grey with black and calls it white, because 
he has never seen the real colour. But it is not really white. 
And so it is with pleasure and pain. A modern image will 
probably help to make Plato’s point clear. 1 As the mercury 
rises in a thermometer we feel warmer. Those who live in a 
very cold climate will speak of heat at a point which still feels 
cold to those who live in a torrid zone. The former do not 
know £ real heat ’, the latter ignore ‘ real cold ’. They mis¬ 
take the mere cessation of their customary state for its opposite. 
It may well be objected that the words heat and cold are 
relative. That is so, and Plato’s conception of a purely 
negative middle state is a doubtful one. Be as relative as 
you please, however, there is still a degree of ‘real heat ’ which 
is unknown to the Eskimo. So Plato maintains that there is a 
kind of real pleasure which isonly known to the philosopher. 
It is also worth noting that by refusing the name of pleasure 
to the absence of pain, and vice versa, Plato asserts both 

1 Cp. the kindred concept of an absolute mean in the Politicus , where 
I have also used temperature as an illustration, p. 43. 
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pleasure and pain to be active states, and thus refuses to 
confuse happiness with the mere imperturbability, the absence 
of all desire, the negative, dead state which was to be the ideal 
of the Epicurean. But then no Epicurean could ever have 
written the Symposium . 

The superior ‘ trueness 5 of the pleasures of the mind is then 
supported by a more metaphysical argument. All physical 
pleasure is ‘ tl^ fiUingof a void 9 —a notion that reminds us 
of the sieve and jars oftKe TTorgias —and so in a sense are the 
pleasures of the mind. But a void is more truly filled when it is 
filled with something that is more true, and when the receptacle 
is also itself more true and permanent. As the mind is filled 
with the Forms of true Reality, and is itself akin to them, it is 
more truly filled, and the pleasure it feels in the filling is also 
more true (585^). This argument, depending as it does on a 
metaphor, will not appear very convincing. A careful reading 
of the passage, however, shows that it is the stability and 
permanence 1 of the objects of knowledge, and hence the 
stability and permanence of the pleasures to which they give 
rise that Plato is emphasizing in perhaps too picturesque a 
manner. To this he will return, and also to the question of 
* purity 5 which he does not elaborate here, though the mention 
of pleasures not preceded by pain gives us the clue to his 
meaning (5846). It must be admitted, however, that his use 
of the word ‘ true 9 or c real 9 (aXrjOTjg) and, without sufficient 
explanation, c pure 9 , is very confusing. There follows one 
of those vivid paragraphs that abound in the Republic (586a) : 

* Those who have no experience of wisdom and virtue, being ever 
occupied with feasting and the like, are carried down (i.e. to pain, 
conceived of as below the middle or neutral state) and then again 
to the middle state, and thus they wander throughout life, but they 
never reach beyond this to what is really above. They neither look 
up to it nor are carried thither, they are never truly filled with what 
truly exists, they never taste certain and true pleasure, but ever 
look down, with their heads bent like cattle to the earth and at the 
banquet tables they feed, fatten and fornicate. For the sake of an 
abundance of such things they kick and butt and kill each other with 
horns and hoofs of steel, because they are insatiable, because they 

1 e.g. 585s r 6 ro$ del dpiolov l%6fJievov xal ddavarov etc., that which 
depends on the immortal and evcr-same. . . . 



PLEASURE 


7 1 

have never fed upon reality that part of themselves which, existing 
truly, would give them satisfaction.* 

He then makes an important concession (586^) : 

‘ As for the desires of the greedy and the ambitious parts of the 
soul, if they obey the commands of reason and with its help seek and 
grasp such pleasures as wisdom dictates, they too will attain plea¬ 
sures that are as near truth as is possible for them.* 

So that in the philosopher’s soul every part finds its own 
pleasure and its own satisfaction in perfect harmony. If not 
reason but another part of the soul is in command, it cannot 
even find what is best for itself. There follows a process of 
fanciful multiplication by which the tyrannical man is proved 
to be 729 times more unhappy than the philosopher king. The 
details of this are not meant to be taken over-seriously, it is the 
distance between the two that is mythically represented as 
immense. 1 

Clearly the Republic marks ajconsid erable advance in Plato’s 
theory of pleasure. Hedonism in its crudest form is here, as 
in the Gorgias, showiTto^be untenable. But the metaphysical 
theories of the central books have provided us with an extrane¬ 
ous and objective criterion by which to judge pleasure, namely 
the Forms, and above all the Form of good. We also derive 
some help from the tripartite division of the soul into passions, 
feelings, and intellect, and the intellectual pleasures are recog¬ 
nized as the most real and the most pure in the sense that they 
are free from pain. Those of the lower parts, on the other hand 
—and these include the physical pleasures upon which the 
attention was focused in the earlier dialogues—bound up as 
they are with the previous pain of physical need, are but a 
mixture of pleasure and pain and indeed little more than 
the middle state of rest or mere cessation from pain. But this, 

1 The mathematical leger-de-main is much simpler than is often thought. 
We have the following descending scale of merit : (1) the philosopher 
king, (2) the timocrat, (3) the oligarch, (4) the democrat, (5) the tyrant. 
Counting both ends of a series as the Greeks did, the oligarch is third from 
the king, and is three times more unhappy. The tyrant is third from the 
oligarch, he is 3 x 3, i.e. 9 times removed from the king in the matter of 
pleasure. But to represent life we need a number in three dimensions 
(cp. the Platonic number, p. 29), and so we cube the number 9 and we 
get 729 which represents (mythically and semi-humorously) the difference 
between the ways of life of the two extremes. 
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as it is a mere negative state, is not truly pleasure. 1 Then, 
almost as an afterthought, Plato admits that these lower 
pleasures have a function to fulfil and are capable of giving 
enjoyment when under the guidance of reason. 

It is in the Pkilebus that we find by far the longest and most 
profound discussion of pleasure. At the beginning of the 
dialogue Philebus is just retiring from an argument that has 
been going on for some time, and the position is restated for the 
benefit of Protarchus, who takes up the discussion in his 
place (ii£) : 

* Philebus says that pleasure, joy and delight, and everything that 
goes with them, are good for all living creatures. Our contention is 
that it is not those things that are good, but knowledge, under¬ 
standing, memory and what is akin to them, right belief and true 
reasoning. That whatever partakes of these is better than, and 
superior to, pleasure, for all who can share in it.’ 

Once more then we start from the extreme position which 
was shown to be untenable on cither side. And as the central 
metaphysical books of the Republic emerged from an attempt 
to settle the question propounded here, it is not surprising that 
in the Philebus also there are some important contributions to 
the science of Being. 

The first difficulty which arises is the manifoldness of 
pleasure (12 c) : 

‘ To hear the word used thus simply, pleasure is one thing, yet it 
takes on various forms that are somehow unlike one another. For 
consider : we say that the dissolute man feels pleasure, and pleasure 
also the moderate man feels in his very moderation. So also the 
ignorant man who is full of ignorant opinions and expectations, and 
the wise man in his wisdom. How then can one say, without 
deservedly appearing foolish, that all these pleasures are similar to 
one another ? * 

The force of this is that to call all pleasures good is to attribute 
to all the so different forms of pleasure another fundamental 
quality in common besides the one—pleasurableness—which 
they all obviously share, and thus to postulate a greater 
similarity between them than seems borne out by experience. 
On the contrary, they may well be to a high degree opposites, 

1 Cp. Phaedrus , 258*. 
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for true opposites are found within the same genus, as is the 
case with shapes and colours (12*). We need not, however, 
be unduly dismayed by the multiplicity of pleasures, for the 
same can be said of the other claimant, as there are different 
forms of knowledge. This leads to a re-examination of the 
proper method of division and classification ( dcaiQeaig ), the 
old problem of the one and the many. 1 

It is suggested that neither pleasure alone nor wisdom alone 
can be identified with the supreme good which is something 
beyond either of them, something which is complete and perfect 
(riXeov), adequate (ixavov), and the final aim of all desire (20 d). 
This pleasure alone cannot be, for without mind, memory, or 
opinion we could not even be conscious of any feeling, whether 
pleasant or the reverse. Such may be the life of a mollusc, 
it is certainly not that of a human being. As for mind, let 
us see (21 d) : 

* whether any one of us would consent to live possessing wisdom, 
understanding, knowledge and memory of all things, but without 
any share of pleasure great or small, nor of pain, altogether without 
experience of anything of the kind.’ 

To which Protarchus makes the only possible answer : 

‘ I would not choose either life, nor I think would anyone else.’ 

Both claimants then have to renounce the first place. We 
have already seen in the Republic that both extreme views lead 
to contradictions, but here the life of pure intellect is more 
definitely rejected as inhuman, undesirable and impossible. 
The conclusion may seem obvious, but it was worth while 
reminding fanatics—and in his earlier works Plato comes 
dangerously near fanaticism at times 2 —that we would not, 
and could not if we would, give up the world of feeling and 
emotion for a pure intellectualism that does not exist, for us 
human beings at least. 

1 See p. 44. 

8 Cp. Ritter, II, 446 : ‘ Der Philebus ist in seinem Urteil liber die not- 
wendige Lustgefiihle entschieden weniger schroff als die Politeia * and the 
whole discussion ad. loc. 

But although Plato sometimes speaks as a fanatic of the intellect, in his 
calmer moments he always advised a well-balanced development of all 
the * parts of man *; e.g. Rep., 410, where an excessive studiousness leading 
to the neglect of physical culture is admitted to make a man * soft 
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The good life then must contain an admixture of both 
knowledge and feeling, of intellect and of pleasure. It remains 
for us to see which of the two is more akin to the supreme 
good that is beyond them both, and thus deserves the second 
place. To do this we must know something of the supreme 
reality to which they approximate, and so we find here a 
metaphysical discussion : Reality consists of the Unlimited or 
Indeterminate upon which Limit or Measure is impressed, 
thus creating the mixture of both which is the thing itself, 
and to these three should be added the cause of the mixture, 
the agent. 1 When further he classes pleasure, abstractly con¬ 
sidered, with the Indeterminate as capable of infinite extension, 
and intellect with the genus of Cause as the c king of heaven 
and earth ’ (28c), the superiority of the latter is once more 
established for all those who accept his metaphysical 
assumptions (31 a) : 

‘ Let us remember this about them both : Mind is akin to Cause 
and to that class, while pleasure is itself unlimited, and akin to 
that class of things which in itself has neither beginning, middle 
nor end, and is never likely to have.’ 

But actual pleasure, like every other phenomenon, is to be 
found in the third or mixed class of reality, for we cannot 
examine it apart from pain. Its origin is as follows (31 d) : 

‘ I maintain that when harmony is destroyed in living things, 
their natural state is dissolved and at the same time pain arises. 

—Quite probably. 

—When on the other hand harmony is restored and the natural 
state returns, pleasure must be said to arise, to put the matter in a 
nutshell.’ 2 

Pressed to explain this somewhat cryptic statement, Socrates 
illustrates it by the case of hunger and thirst (310) : 

4 Thirst is destruction, pain and dissolution, whereas the power to 
fill that part of the humid which has dried up is pleasurable. And 
again any unnatural separation or dissolving, for example in a 

1 For a discussion of the metaphysical formula see pp. 45 ff. 

•This is clearly reminiscent of the fifth-century medical theories of 
health as balance or harmony between opposites, a theory usually associa¬ 
ted with the name of Alkmaeon. The physiological side is worked out 
in detail in Timaeus, 64 a ff. 
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drought, is pain, while cooling and return to the normal is pleasure 
... see whether you agree with my argument that whenever a 
living species, which has come to be from Limit and the Unlimited 
in the manner I have described, is destroyed or corrupted, pain 
arises, whereas the return to its own nature is in each case pleasur¬ 
able.’ 

We have now studied the nature and origin of pleasure—the 
problem set in the Gorgias —and we find that it accompanies a 
return to normal and healthy functioning in the organism. 
Essentially then it is no longer an enemy to be conquered or 
denied, but an enjoyable companion of the good life, even 
though up to this point in the Philebus as in the early dialogues 
we have considered only physical pleasures. The problem still 
remains as to how the pleasures of the wicked are going to fit 
into this picture, and with this Plato will deal later. He must 
now return to the analysis and classification of pleasure into 
its various kinds. 

This, the central part of the dialogue, is somewhat con¬ 
fusing because the problem is approached from four different 
angles, and there are four different classifications, loosely 
strung together and by no means mutually exclusive. It is 
only later that the contribution which each division of pleasure 
has to make becomes clear. 

The first classification is a simple one into pleasures of the 
body and pleasures of the soul, but with a difference. The 
physical pleasures are indeed the same as of old, but Socrates 
is now at pains to establish that even this type of pleasure 
affects the mind or soul as well as the body. He clearly 
distinguishes them from such minor physical disturbances as 
remain unperceived, i.e. do not reach consciousness at all. 
In other words, there is no such thing as purely physical 
pleasure, 1 since all consciousness implies the soul. The so- 
called physical pleasures affect the body primarily and through 
it reach the soul or, as we would put it, the mind. 

As against these there are the pleasures of memory and 
anticipation, originating in memory and desire, both of which 

1 35* : * This argument denies that there is such a thing as physical 
passion ’ imdvfila acb/aarog. Already in the Republic he spoke of: ‘ the 
pleasures that reach the soul through the body *, did awfiarog. See La Fon¬ 
taine, p. 38, with references. Cp. also Theaet ., 186c. 
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belong entirely to the soul, by which is meant that they are 
not caused directly by any sense perception. It should be 
noted that we are still only at one remove from food, drink, 
sex and the like, for this second class is merely due to anticipa¬ 
tion of the first. Plato wants to establish that there are 
pleasures which do not come by way of the senses; and if he 
can establish this without departing too far from the ordinary 
pleasures and without introducing new kinds of delights not 
discussed hitherto, his argument is far more likely to gain 
acceptance. To advance thus step by step is a dialectically 
excellent way of preparing his readers for those other delights 
not of the body which will be introduced later. 

Another point emphasized at this stage is the mixture of 
pleasure and pain which occurs when one is hungry but 
anticipating a feast, thus drawing attention once more to the 
fact that both can occur together, a fact, we well remember, 
which caused the downfall of Callicles. Use is also made of 
the existence of bodily disturbances so slight as to remain 
unperceived to prove that there is a neutral state which is 
neither one nor the other. The importance of this was seen 
in the Republic and will be taken up again later. 

The pleasures of anticipation are then divided into true 
and false , but this classification, though formally only a further 
subdivision, is so important that we must consider it as a 
second aspect from which pleasure as a whole is analysed. 
We are familiar with it from the Republic , but it is here estab¬ 
lished in a different way. In attempting to label certain 
pleasures as false, the easiest point at which to start is clearly 
those based upon hopes of the future. Socrates tries to 
establish that, just as there are true and false hopes and expecta¬ 
tions, so there are true and false pleasures based upon them. 
Now to speak of feelings as false or untrue seems at first sight 
an obvious fallacy, and Protarchus would dismiss it as 
such (36c-*). But if Plato refuses to dismiss it and treats the 
matter at considerable length, it is because he is emphasizing 
a distinction that, whatever the names we use, is very real. 
The feeling of pleasure, as a feeling, is of course real enough, 
even if it is based on false hopes, but then the false hope or 
wrong opinion is itself also a fact. That, however, does not 
prevent its being false ; 
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4 whether the pleasure be true or false, does not destroy the fact that 
pleasure is felt’ (37 b).* 

On the other hand there is a very obvious difference between a 
hope or expectation which corresponds to fact and one which 
does not: 

4 The images of true beliefs and sayings are true, those of false 
beliefs are false’ (39^). 

So we may rejoice in anticipation of things that will come to 
pass, and also of things that will not (40 a) : 

4 Every man, as we said just now, is full of hopes. 

—Quite so. 

—And each one of us holds certain converse with himself, and 
this we call hope. 

—Yes. 

—And thus we have images depicted within ourselves. A man 
frequently sees himself as the possessor of a large fortune, and derives 
much pleasure from the sight. And he sees himself depicted within 
himself as greatly rejoicing.’ 

The mental pictures of good men correspond to fact, those of 
bad men do not. 

4 There are thus, according to our argument, lying pleasures in the 
souls of men, ridiculous imitations of the truth, and so also with pain,’ 

and we are forced to admit 

1 that it is possible for a man to feel pleasure in fact, though he do so 
at everything at random, at a present that does not exist, sometimes 
at a non-existent past, and often, perhaps mostly, at a future that 
will not come to pass’ (40^). 

The conclusion is that just as hopes and opinions are bad 
when they are false, so there are false pleasures, and they are 
bad for the same reason. At any rate such enjoyment as is 
based on false hopes cannot be called correct or true. Socrates 
may well be accused of straining the meaning of the word 
ytevdtfg, lying or untrue, or, at the least, of using it in a very 
unusual context. Nor is the analogy with opinion altogether 

1 To indicate ‘ true * pleasure Plato here uses two words : dkrjOtfg, true 
or real, and opddg , right or correct. The latter is certainly a more appro¬ 
priate term. See Ritter II, 443. 



PLATO’S THOUGHT 


78 

correct. We do not, as a rule, judge pleasure in relation to 
truth, though Plato’s point is that we ought. However that 
may be, it should be noted that he defines his words very 
carefully, and that the distinction he is making is real. May 
we not call c false ’ pleasures those of the man who takes 
refuge from the troubles of life in the dubious joys of impossible 
day-dreams, the man who is ever thinking and talking of the 
great things he will do in the distant future, and ever neglecting 
the little things that he could, but will not, do to-day ? 1 
Plato no doubt goes farther, and in the last resort would brand 
as untrue most of what passes as the pleasures of life with the 
majority. He may be accused of going too far, but only a 
thoughtless reader will deny that there is much to be said 
against what he terms ‘ false ’ pleasures, and not least the fact 
that they are out of touch with actuality. In this section 
also he takes up the ‘ measuring science ’ described in the 
Protagoras , of which we must needs make use when faced with 
a mixture of pleasure and pain. He adds that we must 
beware of allowing the nearness of certain pleasurable images 
to throw our expectations out of focus, and to make us blind 
to the greater pains that may be hidden behind the little 
pleasures immediately in front of us. 

The search for false pleasures leads Plato to classify pleasure 
as a whole from a third point of view, that of intensity. At 
the bottom of the scale, and indeed not to be included in our 
classification at all, are motions of the body too slight to be 
perceived (for is not our body in perpetual motion?). 2 As 
before, these are taken to prove the existence of a neutral state 
which certain thinkers identify with pleasure itself, a theory 
rejected here as vigorously as it was in the Republic . From the 
point of view of intensity, it is clear that the greatest pleasures 
(fiiyioTcu fjdoval) are physical. The pleasures of sex, for 
example, obviously entail a greater shock to the system than 

1 The class described at Rep., 458a, where Socrates humorously identifies 
himself with ‘ those lazy-minded people . . . who before they discover 
the means to make their desires come true, neglect this so that they may 
not get tired by deliberating on the possible and the impossible. They 
suppose that what they want is there, and proceed to arrange the rest ; 
they rejoice in making a list of what they will do when it has happened. 
Thus they make their otherwise lazy soul still lazier.* 

2 See also Timams 64 b-c. 
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any intellectual pursuit, and it is for this very reason that they 
are usually reckoned to be the greatest. And here Plato 
pursues the subject further : if intensity is what we seek, we 
shall not find it in health or moderation. Drinking, he points 
out, is never so pleasant as when the body is tormented by 
fever, eating gives the greatest delight when we are all but 
starving. Yet surely such intensity cannot be our aim : mere 
violence of pleasurable sensation must be a poor guide, if it is 
found in disease and excess. These we all wish to avoid and 
rightly so, for intensity of pleasure is then accompanied by 
equally violent pain and suffering. That is what Socrates 
means when he says (45^) : 

* Answer me, do you see greater pleasures—I do not mean the 
greater number, but those that are greater in violence and intensity 
—occur in a life of excess (iv vf}qei) or in a life of moderation ? 
Think well before you speak. 

—I see what you mean, and the difference I perceive is great. 
For moderate men are ever kept in check by the well-known proverb 
“ nothing too much ” which restrains them, whereas ignorant and 
profligate men are possessed by pleasure to the point of madness and 
wild shouts. 

—Well said. And if that is true it is obvious that the greatest 
pleasures and the greatest pains are to be found in a bad state of 
mind and body, and not in excellence or virtue.’ 

All the pleasures discussed hitherto are mixed with pain, 
and this leads to a final analysis and classification of pleasures 
into mixed and pure, the word pure (xaQaqdq) in this connexion 
meaning, as before, free from pain. To take the mixed 
pleasures first : these may occur in the body, the soul, or in 
both body and soul. 1 The body may feel both hot and cold 
in a fever, and even where the two are not concurrent many 
physical pleasures lead to pain later on in the body itself. Or 

1 This seems at first sight to contradict the earlier statement that there 
is no such thing as purely physical pleasure, and that there is a verbal 
contradiction can scarcely be denied. But Plato is really taking his former 
classification for granted, and all mixed pleasures must be understood to 
affect the soul in some way, since we are conscious of them. Here how¬ 
ever we are concerned with another difference : sometimes there are two 
opposite feelings in the body , such as hot and cold, &c., sometimes the 
pleasure is physical, the pain mental, or vice versa, and sometimes both 
pleasure and pain are mental. (46^ ff.) See La Fontaine, p. 38. 
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the body may feel want where the soul feels the joys of anticipa¬ 
tion. Thirdly, to the soul alone belong such mixed feelings 
as anger, fear, desire, sorrow, love, envy; in a word, the 
emotions. To these are added the pleasures of comedy and 
tragedy in an interesting passage, the main point being that 
the enjoyment of tragedy is based on sorrow, and that the fun 
of comedy is bound up with envy and ignorance of self. 1 

The second main class, the pure pleasures, are those to which 
the whole discussion was meant to lead, and here we must 
quote at length (50*?) : 

4 After the mixed pleasures we are naturally bound to proceed in 
turn to those that are pure. 

—Well said. 

—I will turn to them and try to describe them to you. For I do 
not at all agree with those who say that all pleasure is but cessation 
from pain, although, as I said, I take them as witnesses to prove that 
there are apparent pleasures that are not real, and many other 
intense ones that are only imagined. These are closely bound up 
with pain, and with relief from the greatest pains of the body and 
perplexities of the soul. 

—But the true pleasures, Socrates, what is one to think of them ? 

—They are caused by the colours that are called beautiful, by 
forms, by many perfumes, by sounds, by all things of which the lack 
is unperceived and painless, whereas their presence is perceived, 
delightful and free from pain. 

—What do we mean by that, Socrates ? 

—My meaning is not at once clear, I grant you, and I must try to 
make it plain. By beauty of form I am not trying to express what 
most people would suppose, namely living creatures and pictures 
made from them, but (so speaks the argument) I mean something 
that is the straight, and the round. From these are derived the 
many straight or round shapes that are made in two or three dimen¬ 
sions on the lathe, or by ruler and quadrant, if you follow me. 
They are, I say, not beautiful compared with something else, as 
other things are, but they are always beautiful by their own nature, 
and have their own peculiar pleasures which have nothing in 
common with the pleasures of scratching. And there are colours 
of this kind, also with similar pleasures. Do you understand ? 

—I try to understand, Socrates, please try to speak still more 
plainly. 

—I refer to the smooth and clear sound of such notes as express 
1 For a discussion of this passage see p. 195. 
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some pure and simple song, that are beautiful in themselves, and 
to the pleasures that come from hearing them. 

—Yes, such exist also. 

—The pleasures of smell are of a kind less divine, but neither are 
they bound up with unavoidable pain, and wherever we find this to 
be true, we have a kind of pleasure that is opposed to the others. 
For these, you understand, are two classes of pleasures. 

—I understand. 

—And to these let us add the pleasure of learning, if indeed you 
agree that there is no hunger of learning, and that pain does not in 
the first instance arise through a longing to learn.* 

They agree that this is so, that ignorance is painful, not when 
we have never known, but when we have forgotten. Such 
then are the pure pleasures, the highest of which are to be 
found in the contemplation of beauty and of truth. Every 
step in the argument has prepared us for a better understanding 
of them : they are pleasures of the soul only, or at least in so 
far as they are pleasures of the senses, the bodily functions, 
though necessary, are definitely secondary ; they are true 
pleasures, and as they consist in the contemplation of truth 
they cannot play us false ; they are, it is true, not as intense 
as the more physical pleasures, but as they occur in health and 
in a state of harmony, they will be the more lasting ; above 
all they are not conditioned by previous pain, and so cannot 
be confused with the mere relief from such pain. Clearly 
then it is here that we will find the real nature of pleasure (53^) : 

‘ We shall be right to say that a little pure white is both whiter 
than much of it mixed with other colours, more beautiful, and more 
true. 

—Most certainly. 

—What then ? We shall not need many such illustrations for our 
discussion of pleasure. It is enough that we should understand 
from this that with every pleasure also, a little of it, if free from pain, 
would be more pleasurable, more true and more beautiful than a 
large and frequent amount mixed with pain. 

—Definitely. Your illustration is sufficient.* 

Once more Socrates proves that pleasure cannot claim to be 
the good, for it is by nature ever changing and coming to be 
while the good is a constant, unchangeable absolute. Having 
thus terminated his analysis of pleasure, he proceeds to a 
6 
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similar analysis of the different kinds of knowledge, in a passage 
which, though of great interest, does not directly concern us 
here. 

We have seen that neither pleasure nor knowledge can 
claim to occupy the first place. A mixture of the two is the 
only good life for men, and in this mixture things will be 
accepted in so far as they show kinship with the supreme 
Good, which cannot be described more exactly than as one 
reality seen under three aspects, Measure, Truth and Beauty. 
This condition of acceptance is, in more explicit terms, the 
same criterion which we found in the Republic , by which pleasure 
(and indeed everything else) must be judged. Plato now 
finds that each of these, symmetry, truth, beauty, is more 
akin to knowledge than to pleasure, for do we not hide our 
greatest delights, our most intense pleasures, as something 
ugly to behold, and rather ridiculous ? 1 

In the final scale of goods will be found : first those things 
which show order and measure, second what is beautiful and 
symmetrical, third intellect and wisdom, as partaking of truth, 
in the fourth place come the particular sciences, crafts and 
right beliefs, as doing so to a lesser degree. In the fifth 
place we find pleasures, and then only those we have defined 
as pure because unmixed with pain. To these should be 
added (63^) the necessary pleasures, those without which we 
cannot live, the moderate satisfaction of our natural wants. 

There is not much theoretical discussion of pleasure after the 
Philebus . A few passages from the Laws are, however, of the 
first importance as indicating not indeed any change of 
doctrine, but an even fuller reconciliation to pleasure and a 
fuller incorporation of it as a necessary and valuable ingredient 
of the good life. 

Great stress is laid on the training of the pleasure instinct 
as an important factor in education 2 and in a later passage 

1 This point is also made in the Hippias Major , 299/2. The explicit 
reference is to sexual pleasure. The argument is fallacious because it 
fails to distinguish between the pleasure of the spectator and that of the 
lover. Also, of course, a desire for privacy is not necessarily the result 
of a sense of shame. The feeling is sometimes traced nowadays to a fear 
of being defenceless and at the mercy of a possible enemy. 

a See pp. 243 ff. 
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the hedonistic calculus of the Protagoras is so definitely repeated 
and explained that we understand why Epicurus might have 
made a unique exception in favour of ‘ the golden Plato * 
in his general condemnation of previous philosophers 1 (662i) : 

* I would inflict almost the greatest punishment upon any one in 
the country who said that there ever are men who are wicked, yet 
live in enjoyment, or that there is any difference between what is 
advantageous and what is right.* 

If it were not so, he insists in a passage that is highly reminiscent 
of the protests of Glaucon and Adeimantus in the second book 
of the Republic , neither parents nor lawgivers could ever ask 
or expect youth to follow the life of justice (663#) : 

‘ For no one would willingly be persuaded to do anything in 
which there is not more pleasure than pain. Anything seen in the 
distance seems dim and uncertain to everybody almost, and 
especially to children. A lawgiver should correct this, replace 
darkness by light, and, somehow or other, by means of habits, 
eulogies and argument show how blurred is men’s view of right 
and wrong, for to them unjust actions appear contrary to the view 
which the just man has of them : seen by an unjust man they appear 
pleasant and just actions most unpleasant, whereas by a just soul 
all this is seen to be quite the contrary in both directions.* 2 

This does not mean, as Plato carefully points out, that the life 
of justice does not require hard work (807 c) but in the end, if 
we persist, the pure and lasting pleasures described in the 
Philebus will be our reward. And again, after a discussion of 
the several virtues and the lives corresponding to them, we find 
the following quite remarkable passage (732*) : 

* We have discussed the ways of life one should follow, and the 
kind of man one should be, but we have restricted ourselves to what 
one may call divine, and have not spoken of what is but human. 
Yet we must do so, for we are speaking for men, not gods. It is 
pleasure, pain and passion that are by nature most human. From 
them every mortal creature depends and to them he is bound by 

1 See Diogenes Laertius, Life of Epicurus , § 8, though it may have been 
a derogatory reference. 

1 This, I believe, is the correct translation, understanding opcopivcp or 
some such word after rip rov dixalov, and iavrofi after dtxatov in c 5. 

‘ Seen from the point of view of an unjust and bad self—from the point 
of view of a just self. . . .* 
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most important ties. So we must praise the finest life, not only 
because it is most considered and brings a fine reputation, but also 
because, if a man is willing to pursue it and does not desert it in 
youth, it excels in the very best thing which we all seek, an excess of 
pleasure over pain in the course of a whole life. That this is certain 
will readily and definitely appear if one pursue it in the right way. 
But what is the right way ? This too we must investigate in our 
discussion, whether it is natural for us, or vain and unnatural we 
must examine by a comparison of different lives, pleasurable and 
painful, as follows. 

We all want pleasure, pain we neither choose nor want. What is 
neither one nor the other we do not prefer to pleasure, but we want 
relief from pain. Little pain we choose if accompanied by greater 
pleasure, greater pain with less pleasure we reject. When the two 
are equal we have no means of choosing between them. In all these 
our means of choosing is any difference there may be in amount, 
number, intensity, or whether they are equal, in each case. 

When faced with both to a great and violent degree, we will 
choose the life wherein pleasure prevails, the contrary we reject. 
Where pleasure and pain are equally balanced we must reason as 
before : we will choose whichever is more pleasant to a friend, not 
to an enemy. And so we must consider every kind of life in the 
realization that we are naturally bound to pleasure and pain, and 
reflect upon the kind of life that we naturally choose. 

And if we maintain that we choose in a way different from this, 
we speak in ignorance and inexperience of life as it is.’ 

The difference in tone between this passage and the Gorgias 
n geds no comm ent. But for all that there is no essential 
contradiction. From first to last Plato has objected to tmp 
shortsighted ethic that makes pleasure as such the aim of li M 
Such a philosophy is of no^alu^fi^ sort can-be- 

had in every kind of life : no one can honestly deny that even 
vice may be pleasant. The power of pleasure over the mindsl 
of men is a problem which always interested Plato, as it must! 
interest any ethical thinker. Atji rst he is largely negativ e : 
the position of an extreme hedonist like Callicles is untenable, 
and though Socrates praises the good life, he does not work out 
its relation to pleasure. In the Protagoras he shows us that 
many thoroughly honest people are unthinking if not professed 
hedonists, and also that when we speak of being overcome by 
passion and pleasure, we mean that we are blind to even the 
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pleasure-value of a particular act on the long view, that we are 
ignorant in a very real sense ; and the remedy for ignorance is 
knowledge. This calculation of pleasure-values has been 
TepeafeHly sakf^to hot 

contradict his philosophy^ but is^merely a part of it. Just as 
lie accepts the perpetual motion oFHeraclitus and the relativism 
.of Protagoras as far as the physical world is concerned, so he 
tame to accept hedonism as a natural way of life for the average 
I man, whom he knew very well to. be incapable^f knowledge 
of the universal values which are the absolute^ Forms. Ail( 
we can do for him is to correct his calculations,—to make 
him see, so far as is possible, that there are greater joys than 
any he has dreamed of. And where he^cannot be made to see 
Tie must trust those whoJmow- better than lie^- Hence the main 
thesis of the Republic , Jthat the good man is happier thq.n th e 
rascal. Hence a frank admission in the Laws that the desir e 

accept and t ake into account. Furthermore, even the greatest 
men go through a period of infancy and adolescence when 
reason and intellect are theirs in but a small degree, and, being 
the best, they capabLehf the-worst if badly trained. 1 They 
are during this period at the same level of existence at which the 
majority of men always remain, and are terribly ja^c essibl^to 
bad, as fortunately also to good , influences. For such also 
theTnidDniM c c^culus is a sound and reasonable view of life, 
prov! 3 ed~tKat their guide be a good mathematician. Literally 
so to Plato, since it is by way of the mathematical sciences that 
we come to the realization of the universal Formsr TEufT thoscf 
who, define the good as pleasure mistake an incidental for the 
essential. -Whatever is good is pleasant, but ^nly incidentally. 
And the philosopher, who knows that pleasure is not the good, 
will also know the reason why. He will know that because the 
universejs based u pan.a_liarmony of umversal Forms, un-J 
Changin g and absolute, any even partial realization of then/ 
afld^approximation t o them must be pleasant to tFose who are " 
m tune with the purpose of the world, and it is his business 
as an educator to make men so Hejwill know^tha^any pure 
and permanent pleasure-value is due t o such^j n appro ximation, 
to the realization of the orderly values that ru le the world. 


[Tosophic Toul in Republic, 490* ff. 
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though imperfectly, and that the more the phenomenal worldl/ 

* shares in ’ th£ absolute Ideal values, the more true, the morel 
harmonious, the more beautiful it becomes, and at the sameU 
time the more pleasurable. 

But most men, as they can know but little of all this, must 
needs follow their instinct for pleasure, and if they can only 
be persuaded to jollow the_go od life, and n ^t-degerL-kJaeforc'') 
theyLhave even tasted jj^-then on their own hedonistic premises 
they will remaiirfaithful to it, for thus alone can their organism 
as a whole function as it was meant to defend pleasur e-is-tr 
by-product of the return to health of-any organism^—* 

Such at leastf was Plato’s belief. 
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EROS 

It is well known that homosexual love alone was generally 
regarded by the Greeks a^^ftrlfilling ih# highest desires of men, 
and that the love of men for women was little more than a 
means of procreation. This fact we must accept without pre¬ 
judice as to its naturalness or perversity,without emotional revul¬ 
sion, if we are to understand the meaning of thc Greek Eros. 

It is probably an over-simplification to attribute it entirely 
to the inferior position of women in society. Cause and effect, 
in a case of this kind, are difficult to disentangle, and on the 
other hand the social inferiority of women can easily be exag¬ 
gerated. It is however certain that women did not, in Athens, 
share men’s education, men’s intellectual or artistic interests, 
and that they could not therefore be associated with them in 
their general interests. Marriage could not be an association 
between partners who share their life in its every aspect, a 
partnership for better or for worse extending far beyond the 
limits of the home. This, the modern ideal, none too easy 
of realization in our own century, was quite impossible in the 
fifth or fourth century b.c. Not that the wife was despised or 
downtrodden ; Xenophon, in his Oeconomicus, gives us a charm¬ 
ing picture of a real gentleman’s*~attitu 3 e~ to his young wife 
—his kindly instructions to her about her duties in the house, 
his respect for her place in the household, his gentle reprovings 
when she has failed, his teachings to her on the necessity for 
order, cleanliness, the way to rule slaves, &c. It is a picture 
against which a modern feminist would at once rebel, and 
righdy if it were taken as a pattern for all time ; but if we 
remember that the husband is a middle-aged man of some 
standing, his wife a child of fifteen who has seen nothing of the 
world, we should rather be charmed by the delicacy, tenderness 
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and restraint of one who is represented as the perfect 
Athenian gentleman. But for all its charm, Xenophon’s 
description will make us realize even more clearly how impos¬ 
sible it was for an intelligent and educated Athenian to find in 
his wife an equal and a friend who could stimulate his mind 
as well as his senses. And their sound common sense did not 
allow that ridiculous chivalry which places woman either on a 
pedestal or in the gutter : motherhood was to them a noble 
yet an everyday function which deserved respect butaaet^pjc^ 
ship. At the other end of the scale prostitution did not merit 
execration. The prostitutes were also treated as human 
beings ; when successful they led a freer life, were more able 
to achieve some kind of education and could share to some 
extent the interests of men. Aspasia, the famous friend and 
mistress of Pericles, was renowned for her intelligence and wit, 
and there were others. But these were exceptional and the 
lot of the ordinary hetaira was far less enviable than that of 
the respectable wife and mother, however humble. Certainly, 
there were not enough Aspasias to make any appreciable 
diffcx cnce~To the emotional life of the Greeks. AfTdrthough^ 


it is true that at Sparta the wife was more openly respected, 
at Sparta also homosexuality was, in the full sense of the word, 
more commoritKarTat Athens—due possibly to the excessively 
military life led by the men. 

\ Plato was an apostle of women’s rights in the sense that he 
/wanted to give them, in the Republic and the Laws , equal 
(political rights with men. 1 Their training and education is 


to be the same as that of men. They are to occupy all political 


offices for which they are fitted, even the highest; men are 


thought of as on the wholejnore able, but there is to be com¬ 
plete equality of nTh t^RepuSJxc (457?^) all 

children will be brought up in state institutions and parents will 
know only that their child is one of a group. Marriages are 


only te^porary^associations at certain festivals for the purpose 


1 For a full account of Plato’s proposed reforms in the position of women, 
both at home and in the state, see Ithurriague, who gives a brief account 
of the position of women in antiquity and discusses Plato’s contribution 
in relation to it, especially pp. 116-42. See also Wilamowitz, I, 398-9, 
who says : * Dahin konnte Platon aber nur so kommen, dass er von der 
Frau verlangte Mann zu sein, und sie, weil sie das nicht vollkommen kann, 
fur unvollkommen erklarte.’ 
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of procreation. This 4 communism of wives and children 
as it is often mistakenly called, for the wife and husband are 
on exactly the same footing and their partnership soon dis¬ 
solved, requires from the guardians, to whom it is applied as 
a class, a quite unusual degree of continence, for although they 
may, when allowed by the rulers, enter several such marriages 
at different festivals, there are to be no other sexual relations 
of any kind, as long as they are of an age to have children. 
Thus women from twenty to forty, men from thirty to fifty- 
five shall be completely continent except at definite times, 
and even the most distinguished man or woman, by whom the 
rulers will wish to breed as much as possible, will not have a 
partner more than for a period of a few days three or four 
times a year ! This unnatural control is lightened in the more 
practical Laws , where the fafnily snr\aves~and ^ontyrlnrhiinrbef 
of children, as well as the manner in which they are conceived 
and born, is the concern of the state. 

Thus the relations of the sexes are considered throughout 
purely from the political and social point of view. Of any 
ennobling individual relationship between man and woman 
Plato has no^Qonception any_more than his contemporaries. 1 
He does, it is true^asseffThe equality oF the sexes, but fie fails 
to see that Such an equality^ by producing women of a very 
different calibre than those he saw around him, would make 
possible a very different relationship by which could be satis¬ 
fied those higher cravings which a Greek could only develop 
in his love for other men. For this Plato can scarcely be 
blamed, since, even after the partial emancipation of women 
we have witnessed in the last generation, the association of free 
and equal spirits in marriage is still an ideal imperfectly and 
infrequently realized. 

We must then at the outset accept the fact that Plato seeks 
the higher manifestations of love and affection in love between 
men. That he deprecated physical intercourse, especially in 
his later Works; is true, but comparatively irretevanT'to the 
maifiTissuer 2 Alcibiades tells hv the-^m^f«m2^how he tried 

1 Perhaps less, for as Wilamowitz has noted (I, 37) we have no record 
of any woman playing a part in Plato’s life. 

For the inferiority of women in Plato see Ritter, II, 452-3. 

* Plato certainly deprecates sexual intercourse between men, and forbids 
it explicitly both in the Republic (403 b) and the Laws (839a) but, except 
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JiO seduce Soeratevand failed. -The story loses all point if we 
^refuse to admit that Socrates was tempted. It is his self- 
control, not his indifference, that is being extolled. Socrates 
loved young men and, instead of the satisfaction of physical 
intercourse, he sought to make his many friends into better 
men, he loved their souls even better than their bodies. But 
when confessing the attraction that physical beauty in men 
had for him he is not being ironical, he is merely truthful. 
Thejrony consist§j 2 idy 4 fl~^ubsiituti^ reartiofi 

-theyLexf^fTSsladvice toj ive a better j ife. The whole atmo¬ 
sphere of his encounters with young men is tinge d with ^oticism 
such as we—most of us at least—only associaftfwith the presetted 
of young women, he talks to them as in our own day an 
elderly man strongly attracted by feminine beauty but with 
perfect self-control might talk to pretty and intelligent girls. 
The thought of sexual intercourse would, as a rule, not even 
be present to his mind, but the erotic attraction—if he knew 
himself half as well as Socrates did and were half as honest 
—he would be the last person to deny. It is in this spirit 
that we must understand the scene in his prison where Socrates 
gently strokes Phaedo’s hair, that in the Charmides where, 
coming back from the war, he asks who are now the young 
men excelling in beauty or intelligence, hears the praises of 
the young Charmides, and, seeing him the cynosure of all 
eyes, thinks : 4 What a marvellous man he must be, if his soul 
be as fine as his body.’ And in this spirit too we must interpret 
his remark that he is but a poor hand at measuring beauty for 
c nearly all young men seem beautiful to me 5 (Charm., 154 b). 

For unless we so understand Socrates’ attitude to manly 
beauty and youth, we miss a great deal of the charm of these 
encounters. One of the most delightful is to be found in the 
Lysis , which is also the first dialogue wherei n love is fhe-sn bjec t 
discourse. As so often, we find here in embryo many 
thoughts that will be developed later, and it will be necessary 
for us to deal with it in some detail : Socrates is invited by 
Hippothales to come into a new palaestra or wrestling school. 


for the purpose of procreation, he forbids intercourse between the sexes 
also (sec below). It is therefore misleading to say that he condemned 
homosexuality as such, for he did not look with favour upon heterosexuality 
either ; what he disliked was sexual relations of any kind. 
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He will see those who are there. 4 Who is it, he asks, who is 
the beauty ? 5 Opinions vary. When Hippothales is asked 
what he thinks, he merely blushes. And Socrates says (204^) : 

4 You needn’t tell me whether you are in love or not. I can see 
not only that you are, but that you have fallen pretty deeply in love. 
For though I am a poor and useless person in other things, I have 
received this gift from a god, that I can quickl y recognize _qnp wHd 
loves or is loved. And when he heard this he blushed even more. 
And Ctesippus said : It is pretty of you to blush, Hippothales, and 
to hesitate to tell Socrates the name. But if he were to remain with 
you for even a short time, he would be tortured by the number of 
times you do mention it. For, Socrates, our ears are filled and 
deafened with the name of Lysis. Even when he has been drink¬ 
ing he probably wakes us by calling on the name of Lysis. The 
catalogue of virtues he goes through is bad enough, but not so bad, 
only he then proceeds to deluge us with poems and writings. And, 
even worse than that, he sings to his darling in an extraordinary 
voice, and we must endure listening to it. But now, when you ask 
him, he blushes.’ 

Socrates then inquires who this young Lysis may be, and when 
he hears he congratulates Hippothales on his good taste. He 
would like to see them together, to judge whether Hippothales 
knows what a lover should say in such a case (2050) : 

4 Do you put any faith in what this fellow says ? 

—What, said I, do you deny you are in love with whom he says ? 
—No, he replied, but I don’t compose poems or write about him. 
—He is ill with it, said Ctesippus, he is mad and talks nonsense.’ 

Then Socrates asks how he means to treat his beloved. 
Ctesippus supplies the information : It is ridiculous to see a 
man in love paying no attention to any but his darling. He 
celebrates his ancestry, his wealth, his family’s victories at the 
games, descent from Zeus himself, and other old wives’ tales 
of that sort. Socrates protests that this is not the right way. 
These poems really concern Hippothales himself: if he suc¬ 
ceed in his love he will appear the finer fellow, if he fails he 
will be the more absurd (206a) : 

4 a man who is wise in matters of love, my friend, does not praise his 
love before he capture him (lAp), fearing things might not turn out 
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well. And beautiful youths become high and mighty when any one 
praises and extols them.’ 

The prouder the more difficult to catch (dvaaAcordreQot), and 
to write poetry to your own harm is hardly being a good poet! 
And Socrates then promises that he will show him the proper 
way to act. 

There is irony here, for the way in which Socrates ‘ catches 5 
young men is, of course, not the way of Hippothales, and this 
will only become clear in the sequel. But the young man’s love 
is throughout regarded as a natural and in no way a reprehen¬ 
sible thing. No doubt it might express itself in unpleasant 
ways. So can heterosexual love in our own day, but the feeling 
is natural, and the amused and slightly contemptuous words 
of Ctesippus could be paralleled from thousands of conversa¬ 
tions of young men with reference to love for a young woman. 
There is a further difference, which jars even more upon us, 
namely that the object of this love is a boy of school age 
(208c), still under the care of his personal slave— Jimdaycoyog — 
and who can therefore be no older than sixteen. That too is 
a feature we must accept. 

Socrates and his friends then enter the palaestra and are 
joined by the young Menexenus and then by the latter’s friend 
Lysis, while Hippothales keeps himself shyly in the background 
to watch Socrates’ display of how young beauties should be 
dealt with. After some preliminary banter Socrates turns to 
Lysis : To love 1 is to wish the person one loves as happy as 
possible. Your parents love you, therefore they wish you 
happy. Yet they do not allow you freedom in all kinds of 

1 The word for love in the Lysis is (piXla, which is a more general term 
than £pa>s (sexual desire) and includes the love of parents or that between 
two youths like Lysis and Menexenus here. It is also the more natural 
word when talking to them. But it must also include the passionate love 
of Hippothales or else the whole introduction is singularly irrelevant. 
ipcbv is used at 221b. In the Symposium on the other hand we find <piXla 
used of the affection of the naidixd for the lover, almost as the equivalent 
of xapf£e<x0ai (182c, 183c) ; and at 179c (pdia includes Ipcog. We are 
therefore justified in tracing the development of Eros through the Lysis 
to the Symposium , as is usually done, in spite of Wilamowitz* assertion 
(II, 68) that they have little in common. The very close parallels between 
the two dialogues make it quite clear that we are dealing with the same 
subject, or at least that the Eros of the later work is to be included under 
<piUa here. 
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things. You may not drive your father’s horses, you are 
subjected to the dictates of slave and schoolmaster, &c., &c. 
—Lysis suggests that perhaps he is too young.—But, Socrates 
points out, there are many things you may do. Why this 
difference ?—Lysis at last hits upon the right answer : he may 
do that of which he has sufficient knowledge. Knowledge, 
not age, is the real test. Furthermore, every one will entrust 
us with things we can do, if they know we have the knowledge, 
be they our family, our compatriots or any one else. People 
will like us in so far as we are useful, and thus we shall be dear 
to them. And Socrates’ final point here is the advice that, if 
he wishes to be loved he must acquire wisdom. This is the 
way to become dear to all men. 

This preliminary conversation (207^-10 d) takes place during 
a temporary absence of Menexenus. In it Socrates gives, for 
the benefit of the silent Hippothales, a compressed example of 
the improving kind of conversation which a lover should hold 
with his beloved. The theory, here completely taken for 
granted, that we value our friends only, or at least chiefly, 
in so far as they are useful, is somewhat startling to us, but it is 
really a corollary of Socrates’ belief that a friend or lover should 
seek to make those dear to him as good as possible, a thing 
which Hippothales, for all his flattering verses, failed to do. 
It is part and parcel of Socrates’ utilitarian point of view, and, 
when rightly interpreted, not as objectionable as, thus baldly 
stated, it would seem. 

Menexenus now returns and the discussion on friendship 
continues. There is one thing, Socrates says, for which he 
has longed since childhood, something which he prizes more 
than any other possession : a comrade (era Tqoq) or friend. 
And he continues, with obvious irony, to say how happy he 
considers Lysis and Menexenus to be, for they have obviously 
found in each other what he has looked for all his life. How 
then does one man become another’s friend, and what is a 
friend ? 

The stage is now set for the search of a definition, in Socrates’ 
customary manner, here a definition of (pikog —friend. Now 
the word could be used, like our own word friend, either 
of the lover or the beloved and the first thing to do is to be 
sure in what sense we are using it. Hence Socrates’ question : 
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* which is (ptXoq , the lover or the object of his love ? ’ The 
youth at first replies that it makes no difference. Yet obvi¬ 
ously it does, for love is not always returned, and you may love 
some one who hates you. Shall we say <p(Aog can only be 
rightly applied to people who love each other ? Apparently, 
but that does not correspond to ordinary usage, for we speak 
of men who are lovers of dogs, horses, wisdom, &c. Shall we 
say that the object of love is the ‘ friend 5 ? On the same 
principle the object of hate is the enemy, and we find that 
we may be the friends of our enemy and the enemy of our 
friends. Which is absurd. 

This logical by-play fulfils two functions : it draws our atten¬ 
tion to the different uses of the word and further it emphasizes 
the futility of paying attention to the words only (213 d) instead 
of to their meaning. So we start afresh, this time with the old 
philosophical adage that ‘ like is friend to like \ On this 
principle the good must be friends of the good, the bad of the 
bad. But the bad—who are never constant in their likeness to 
anything, even to themselves—cannot be friends to anything. 1 
The old saying can therefore be applied only to the good. But 
he who is completely good and self-sufficient needs no one to 
make him so ; and if love is based on need he cannot feel it. 
Such friends, being completely good and needing no one, 
cannot be of great value to one another. 

But then, if friendship or love be based on need, the poor 
must be the friends and lovers of the rich, the weak of the 
strong, the sick of the doctor, &c., and love exists not between 
the like, but between opposites. Longing is for the opposite, 
not for the like. But here again we will be faced with all 
kinds of logical difficulties : just and unjust will be friends, 
good and bad, moderate and intemperate. This again is 
impossible. There is a third possibility : that which is neither 
good nor evil is the friend or lover of the good. And good is 
admittedly identical with beautiful. This we may reduce to 

1 214c. This is a compressed version of the argument found in Republic , 
I, 35 ic ff. that badness (ddixla) means ignorance and discord, while good¬ 
ness means harmony. That even rogues must be to some extent in agree¬ 
ment with one another to be successful even in their roguery. That a 
completely bad man could never do anything at all; and the same argument 
is applied to the different parts of the individual soul. A completely bad, 
i.e. discordant, soul can do nothing. 



EROS 


95 

the general formula that that which is neither good nor evil, 
because of the presence of evil but before it has become evil 
itself, loves the good. Body, for example, loves health because 
of the presence of disease. The lover of wisdom is not com¬ 
pletely wise—for then he possesses wisdom and need long for it 
no more—nor is he so completely ignorant as to be unaware of 
his own ignorance. Being in this middle state between good 
and evil he loves the good, because of the presence in him of 
the evil of ignorance (218c). 

That is really the end of the search for a definition of love. 
The remainder of the dialogue is concerned with a further 
difficulty : every object of love is loved for the sake of some 
further good ; we love the doctor for the health he gives us, 
but there must be some ultimate object of love which is loved 
for its own sake. And if it is the presence of evil that makes 
us love the good, then if evil were abolished we would no longer 
love the good. Perhaps we are wrong in calling evil the cause 
of this love. So we may correct ourselves and say that desire 
or passion ( imdv/xla ) is the cause of love and that it loves that 
of which it is deficient. This must be what is naturally akin 
to itself (■ olxeTov ), so that friends in a sense are akin or belong to 
one another. But then if we interpret what is akin ( oixeXov ) 
as what is like to (Sjuoiov), we are back to love as the desire 
of like for like which we rejected some time ago. 

As usual at this period, the dialogue ends in perplexity and 
love remains unexplained. Yet many points are raised which 
will appear again. From the very beginning love is under¬ 
stood in the widest sense. The appeal to the Physicists’ 
dictum 4 like loves like ’ shows that we are dealing with a 
universal natural force of which affection between human 
beings is but a particular application. This force is a longing 
for something we need, something which we know we do not 
possess. Already we catch a glimpse of the philosopher, the 
lover of the good and the beautiful, longing for perfection 
because of his knowledge of his own imperfection ; a glimpse 
too of an ultimate object of all desire, loved for its own sake, 
an ultimate good and beauty (the two are here identified). 
There is also the description of what we needs must love 
as something which, though akin, is yet not similar to our¬ 
selves. From all this there begins to emerge the Socratic 
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conception of mutual love as a means to joint search for 
supreme truth. 

Thus prepared we may go on to the two gr eat Platonic 
expositions of love, the Symposium an(T the Phaed rus. The scene 
of the formerTs a banquet which is in process at the house of 
Agathon to celebrate the success of one of his tragedies. Some 
one suggests that, in view of the fact that most of those present 
did some heavy drinking the night before, they should spend 
the evening talking instead, a suggestion that is unanimously 
approved. Phaedrus has complained that Eros is the only god 
who has never received proper praise from poets or Sophists, 
and it is now proposed that each of those present should deliver 
a speech in honour of the god. We thus get a series of speeches 
on love, culminating in the famous speech of Socrates which 
he modestly attributes to the Mantinean priestess Diotima. 
There is deepening of thought as we proceed and the first 
encomia are fairly commonplace, yet each speaker has a defi¬ 
nite contribution to make which is later taken up and developed 
by Socrates when his turn comes. Each also has his own style 
and tricks of diction, but that point we must here leave out of 
consideration. 1 

Phaedrus opens the series with quotations from Homer and 
Parmenides as witnesses that Eros is the eldest of the gods. 
As such he makes men feel shame and ambition. His influence 
is greater than that of any other feeling, family affection not 
excluded. Lovers will refrain from all meanness and cowardice 
in each other’s presence and their love will inspire them to 
mighty deeds. Not only men, but even women are willing to 
die for their beloved; the examples of Alcestis and Achilles, 
and the punishment of Orpheus who, being a musician (die 
<bv mdaiQcpdog) was too soft to face death, make abundantly 
clear how love is held in honour by the gods, especially when 
the beloved sacrifices himself to his lover. 

This speech is a thin performance, and thus a good starting- 
point. The emphasis on military training and the slighting 
reference to music, as well as the admission that even a woman’s 
love may have a certain nobility, seem to show that Phaedrus 

1 The reader will find an interesting analysis of the speeches from this 
point of view in the introduction to Bury’s edition, pp. xxiv-xxxvi. 
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was an admirer of the Spartan ways of life, and such, as we 
know, were not uncommon in Athens. The only real contri¬ 
bution he makes is to represent Eros as an inspiration to 
noble deeds. 

The next, that of Pausanias, may be summarized as follows : 
we must distinguish between two kinds of Eros, each the fol¬ 
lower of a different Aphrodite : the elder goddess, the mother¬ 
less daughter of Heaven, and the younger, the daughter of 
Zeus and Dione whom we call Pandemos (common, plebeian). 
So it is with every action, in itself it is neither good nor bad, 
but it must be judged after the manner of its performance. 
The Eros of Aphrodite Pandemos is that of inferior men who 
love women no less than boys, who love the body rather than 
the soul, whose only aim is to gain their end careless of the 
manner in which it is done. Their goddess partook at birth 
of both the male and the female nature. The heavenly 
Aphrodite derives from the male alone. Her followers turn 
to men only, their love is more lasting, they do not love young 
boys but adolescents. Their aim is a lifelong association, not 
the exploitation of the inexperience of youth. There should 
be a law to forbid the love of young boys, and good men make 
such laws for themselves. We try to make the vulgar type of 
lover conform to it and prevent him, if we can, from making 
love even to free women. For these men are responsible for 
the reproaches cast at love. Laws about (homosexual) love 
are easy to understand in other cities, for they are simple. In 
uncivilized places like Elis or Boeotia it is considered altogether 
good to yield to a lover, presumably to save men the trouble of 
persuasion, an art for which their lack of culture unfits them. 
In Ionia, on the other hand, and other countries under bar¬ 
barian influence, Eros is forbidden along with philosophy and 
athletics, because despots fear anything which will make their 
subjects proud. But in Athens and Sparta the matter is not 
so simple, and this is quite right. On the one hand we forgive 
anything to a lover—many a meanness, flattery and even per¬ 
jury are excused by gods and men—which would never be 
forgiven to any one else. On the other hand we must carefully 
protect the beloved and advise them never to give way. This 
is also right because we wish to protect our youth from the 
pandemian lover and his purely physical infatuation ; our 
7 
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restrictions test the lover as time is made to elapse. To yield 
for profit or honour is shameful. As in everything else, all 
depends upon the way the thing is done, and the only worthy 
association is that which has moral excellence as its aim. When 
the physical association tends to educate the beloved in wisdom 
and courage, then and then alone is it free from blame. It is 
the motive that counts. 

This is a remarkable speech, far more able and on an alto¬ 
gether higher plane than that of Phaedrus. For our modern 
dislike of homosexuality should not blind us to the very import¬ 
ant distinction it establishes between the pandemian Aphrodite 
of mere physical infatuation and the heavenly love which aims 
at a lifelong association in athletics and study (philosophy). 
The distinction will recur in the Phaedrus ; in connecting the 
higher love with philosophy or the love of wisdom Pausanias 
prepares the way for Socrates, even though he uses the word 
philosophy in a sense which Socrates would not ultimately 
accept. The first speech failed to make such a distinction at all. 

The . main points of the next speech, that of the physician 
Eryximachus, are the following : The distinction made by 
Pausanias between two kinds of Eros is sound, but it has a far 
wider application than the souls of men, it applies also to 
animals, plants and indeed everything that exists. Medical 
science teaches us that our bodies have this double Eros or 
desire. Like desires like, and unlike unlike. 1 It is right to yield 
to good desires and the good of the body is health. It is the 
doctor’s business to know which are good desires, to replace 
one by another, and to reconcile them. The opposites, hot 
and cold, bitter and sweet and the like must be harmonized 
by means of Eros, desire. This is the aim of medicine, as 
also of music to make harmony out of discords, and it requires 
scientific knowledge. To reduce things to order we must yield 
to the better kind of desire, and this is the love called heavenly. 
This is true of all things human and divine, of things on earth 
and in heaven, of seasons and climates, and of the relation 
between men and gods by encouraging the desires that lead 
to justice and piety. 

This curious and somewhat pedantically professional per¬ 
formance is full of echoes of Pythagorean medical theories, and 

1 Cp. Lysis above. 
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of the philosophy of Empedocles who had made Love and 
Hate the two causes of motion ; and the bad Eros in this very 
wide application of the word seems at times to become the 
mere negation of the good. Its main contribution from our 
point of view is to broaden the conception of Eros and to 
insist on its essential kinship, if indeed not identity, with the 
forces at work in the whole of nature, a step that can but deepen 
its significance. 

Aristophanes comes next. True to character, he gives us a 
piece of broad farce with an undercurrent of seriousness. In 
the course of it he uses medical and philosophical vocabulary 
with humorous intent in a manner which along with many 
other jests must be lost in any summary. His main theme is 
that originally there were three kinds of human beings each 
with twice the number of limbs and organs we now possess. 
Some were male, some female, some androgynous. These 
primeval humans, in their strength and power, conspired 
against the gods. Zeus was in a quandary because, if he did 
away with the human race, the gods would no longer be wor¬ 
shipped. So he cut them in two, instructing Apollo to sew 
up the halves, turn round their heads and rearrange them 
generally. Since when men have looked for their other half. 
Each half of an original man loves another man, every half 
woman another woman, while the halves of the androgynous 
kind are given to heterosexual love. A marvellous thing it 
would be if we could thus find our other natural half; in the 
meantime we must do the best we can following the kind of 
love natural to us, and worship the gods, lest they split us into 
halves again. 

It would be vain to look for any very deep meaning in this 
very amusing piece of writing, but the general conviction it 
leaves with one is the realization of the tremendous depth and 
power of the instinct of love. We also note that heterosexual 
love is at least put on a par with the homosexual, 1 and that 
men and women are in precisely the same state. This however 
naturally follows from the exigencies of the tale, and should 
not be pressed too far. 

1 So Robin {L*Amour , p. 48). Note also that Aristophanes* description 
of Eros as a passionate desire for something that is akin to our own nature 
and completes it, is reminiscent of the Lysis . See above, p. 95. 
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Agathon is the last speaker before Socrates. He criticizes 
the others for not describing the nature of Eros, before praising 
him, and proceeds to do so in a delightfully poetical speech. 
He uses his words as carefully as he is careless of real meaning 
and proceeds to shower upon Eros a galaxy of glowing epithets 
that would be hard to match. Beauty, tenderness, youth, 
courage, moderation, wisdom and righteousness are all 
attributed to the god, and justified by a series of charming 
sophisms and plays on words. Eros is himself the greatest of 
the poets for he inspires poetry. He lives in the souls of men 
and violence is quite foreign to his nature. From him come 
all blessings to men. 

This speech which says very little, yet says it so beautifully, 
must have been characteristic of the man. With its soothing 
calm, it makes an excellent transition between the uproarious¬ 
ness of Aristophanes and the emotional storm soon to be 
aroused. Many of the epithets applied to Eros by Agathon 
will be fully justified by Socrates. Two things are gently 
emphasized : Eros is always concerned with beauty, and it 
resides in the souls of men. 

Agathon’s performance is received with enthusiastic applause, 
as the successful young poet deserves. Socrates expresses his 
great admiration for his beautiful use of words, though not 
without considerable irony, and professes to be afraid that he 
cannot possibly match it, for in his innocence he had supposed 
that what was wanted was the truth (198*/). There are one or 
two questions, however, he wants to ask Agathon, for he would 
like to ascertain the nature of Eros, which Agathon so rightly 
said should be done (but, of course, did not do). This he pro¬ 
ceeds to do in a dialectical passage of some length, the extreme 
importance of which is too easily overshadowed by the few 
magnificent pages of the speech itself. 

Love always has an object and its relation to that object is 
one of desire. Now one desires what one does not possess, 
or else that one’s possession of it should continue in the future. 
Eros always desires the beautiful and the good, and therefore 
cannot be either. This argument startles the company. 
We have already met it in the Lysis . Here Socrates introduces 
the name of the Mantinean priestess Diotima to whom he 
attributes the rest of what he has to say, for he professes to 
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recount a previous conversation he has had with her (201 d). 
To say, he continues, that Eros is not beautiful or good is not, 
however, to say that it is ugly or bad, only that it is somewhere 
between the two. In the same way Love is not a god, but 
somewhere between the immortal and the mortal—a spirit or 
daimon (2020) : 

4 Carrier and interpreter between men and gods, it brings human 
prayers and sacrifices to the latter, commandments and rewards to 
the former. Existing in the place between the two it completes and 
binds the whole together by means of itself. From it derive all 
prophecy, the art of priests that concerns sacrifices, ritual, prayer, all 
divination and magic. A god cannot mingle with man, but through 
Eros is all association and converse of gods with men awake or 
asleep. And he who is wise in these things is a man inspired 
(daijudviog dvrjQ ), while the wisdom of other arts and crafts is but 
lowly. There are many such spirits of various kinds, and one of 
these is Eros.’ 

Socrates then tells how, at the birth feast of Aphrodite, Poros 
(Resource) was resting in the vineyard when Penia (Poverty) 
schemed to have a child by him. Thus Eros was born the 
minister of Aphrodite and took after both his parents, poor, 
harsh, needy, shoeless, homeless like his mother, and because 
of his father ever greedy of the beautiful and the good, brave, 
dashing and energetic, full of trickery, a clever hunter, eager 
for knowledge, loving wisdom his whole life long, a dread 
magician. Himself neither mortal nor immortal, he lives and 
dies and lives again, neither wise nor ignorant but somewhere 
in between. The gods and the wise love not wisdom, for they 
possess it. Nor the ignorant, for they know not it exists, and 
believe themselves beautiful, good and wise. But Eros is 
between these, and Eros loves wisdom {(pdoaocpeX ). Beauty is 
the object of love, it is not love itself. Love aims at happiness, 
which is the aim of all men. Men love the good, and they wish 
to possess it always. Furthermore, Eros aims at creation in 
beauty, whether in the body or in the soul. That is its final 
object (2060) : 

‘ Why love of creation (yivvrjaig) ? To give birth to some¬ 
thing is to be everlasting and immortal as far as mortal can. We 
agree then that Eros must desire immortality along with good, if 



102 


PLATO’S THOUGHT 


it desires to possess the good for ever. Thus immortality is the 
object of Eros.* 

Thus what is mortal is yet preserved, not by itself lasting for 
ever like the gods, but by leaving behind another like itself. 
Hence also man’s love for glory and renown, for he wishes to 
last for ever. Those who are pregnant in the body are lovers 
of women and they seek immortality and happiness in their 
children. But those who are pregnant in the soul seek to bring 
forth wisdom and other forms of excellence. Such are poets 
and inventors. But the finer kind of wisdom expresses itself 
in the management of house and state. And a youth pregnant 
with these, longing to bring forth, seeks for beauty wherein to 
give birth, embraces manly beauty allied with beauty of soul 
and straightway he has abundance of fine words regarding 
excellence, and tries to educate his beloved (209 c) : 

‘ For in contact with the beauty and in his company, he produces 
and brings to birth those things with which he was pregnant of old, 
and together they bring up their offspring, and such have with one 
another a far deeper communion than that found in producing 
children, and a far more stable affection (<pMa) for they are 
associated in offspring more beautiful and more immortal.’ 

And Socrates adds that every one would rather produce the 
poems of Homer and Hesiod, the laws of Lycurgus and of Solon, 
than mere children of the flesh. 

Before we go on to the last sublime pages of Socrates’ speech, 
perhaps the most famous in all Plato, let us consider for a 
moment how far Socrates has already taken us. First he has 
elaborated the argument we met in the Lysis : the lover, him¬ 
self neither good nor bad, neither wise nor ignorant, neither 
beautiful nor ugly, longs to possess beauty, goodness, and wis¬ 
dom. In the earlier dialogue this broke down because it meant 
longing for something which was akin to oneself, yet not like 
oneself ( olxelov , not ofxoiov ). But since then the theory of 
Ideas has been elaborated in the Phaedo. We have learned to 
know Truth and Reality as a set of transcendental Forms to 
which the soul of man, or some part of it at any rate, is funda¬ 
mentally akin. And surely in the Eros who is an interpreter 
between gods and men Plato is seeking for something that will 
bridge this gap between the noetic and the physical world and 
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will thus ‘ bind the whole together * by providing a way for 
man to apprehend the Ideas. Elsewhere this understanding 
comes by severe intellectual study, but such study is an activity 
and all human activity springs from an emotional motivation 
or it cannot come to be. 1 This is provided by Eros, and it is 
because Eros must provide it that Socrates so clearly insists 
that he is neither of this world nor the other, but holds a 
middle place between the two. Plato made many attempts to 
explain the way to the Ideas, always by means of a psychic 
activity. And, as Agathon says, Eros lives in the souls of men. 

When he returns to consider Eros in the lives of individuals 
and builds his ascending scale of loves, it is clear, however 
unpleasant to our ears, that here too the love of women holds 
the lowest place, suitable only for those who cannot be poets 
or statesmen (or philosophers, as will soon appear). And if it 
be objected that poets and statesmen, and even philosophers, 
do have children, it is yet quite clear that in doing so they are 
here supposed to live only according to the body and indulge 
their desire for immortality only in its lowest form. When 
Socrates puts above this the love of man for man which leads 
to virtue and children of the brain, it may be argued that he 
refers only to the philosophic lovers who, as is made clear later, 
will refrain from physical intercourse, and that the relationship 
extolled in Pausanias’ speech is not here included. That may 
be so, or he may be purposely vague, but we should remember 
that Pausanias is present and that Socrates has said nothing 
that could make him realize that his lovers, whose intercourse 
he described in very similar terms as aiming at excellence and 
philosophy, have been ruled out of court. 2 They have cer¬ 
tainly not been dealt with, and if they are not here, where are 
they? I believe that any reader who compares this part of 
Socrates’ speech (2090-0) with the words of Pausanias without 
prejudice must come to the conclusion that they refer to one 
and the same kind of Eros. Socrates does not use phrases 
unambiguous enough to point to actual sexual intercourse, 
but neither does he use any word that would exclude it. That 
is not unnatural, for we know that he would not advise it, and 

x See also on p. 136. 

8 Cp. Wilamowitz, I, 366 : * Platon, der den Pausanias ungestraft . . . 
reden lasst.* 
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some may perhaps remain chaste even though they be not 
philosophers. There is no absolute imperative, at this stage, 
that they should. 

Thus far we have followed Diotima without much difficulty, 
but now she will rise to greater heights, as she herself makes 
clear (2100) : 

‘ So far, Socrates, perhaps even you might be initiated in matters 
of love. 1 But the final and higher mysteries, from which these 
derive the reason of their existence if any one rightly approaches 
them, I do not know if you could follow. Yet I will tell you, she 
said, and do my very best. A man who approaches this matter in 
the right way must begin in youth by frequenting beautiful bodies 
and, if he is guided aright, he will first love one such body and hence 
produce beautiful thoughts. Then he will perceive that the beauty 
of one body is akin to that of another, and if he must pursue physical 
beauty it is very absurd not to consider all physical beauty to be one 
and the same. Realizing this he will be the lover of all beautiful 
bodies and he will relax his passion for a particular one and despise 
it as something small. Next he will consider beauty of soul to be 
more worthy than beauty of body so that if any one with a fair soul 
have but small physical grace, it will suffice ; he will love and cherish 
such a one and seek to utter such thoughts as make young men 
better ,* that he may further be forced to contemplate the beauty of 
laws and traditions and see that this is all of one kin. He will then 
consider beauty of body a small thing. From traditions he will be 
guided to the sciences, that he may see the beauty of these, gazing 
upon much beauty and no longer on that of one thing like a slave 
who loves the beauty of his boy or of some one man or one institution, 
an inferior creature of little worth. Not so, but turning to the vast 
sea of beauty and gazing upon it he will utter thoughts both proud 
and beautiful in the abundance of his love of wisdom ((piXoootpla) 
until he gathers strength there and power to look upon one such 
science, which is the knowledge of beauty such as this : 

Try, she said, to concentrate on this as much as you can. For he 
who has been led to this point in love, looking upon beautiful things 
continually in the right manner, as he comes to the goal of love will 
suddenly see something marvellously beautiful in its nature, that 

1 This, of course, is just Socrates’ customary modesty and plea of ignor¬ 
ance. To suppose that Plato means us to understand that he is now going 
beyond his master (Ritter II, 58) is quite ridiculous. He means, if any¬ 
thing, that this is about as far as his audience will follow him. Which, to 
judge by their speeches, is quite true. 
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very thing, Socrates, for the sake of which he endured all his previous 
labours. First, it is for ever, it neither is bom nor dies, it does not 
increase or fade ; further, it is not in one way beautiful, in another 
ugly ; nor beautiful compared with this, compared with that ugly ; 
nor beautiful to some, ugly to others. . . .* 

This final vision, the ultimate goal of him ‘ who loves boys in 
the right way 5 (211 b) is further described and is, of course, the 
Idea of beauty, or rather the supreme reality considered as the 
object of love. The way up, Socrates repeats, is step by step 
from the love of one beautiful body to that of two, to the love 
of all physical beauty, to that of traditions or institutions, to 
beautiful studies, finally to the one supreme study, the know¬ 
ledge of beauty itself. Then the lover knows indeed ‘ what 
beauty is ’, and in this contemplation he will create not sem¬ 
blances of excellence, but excellence itself. He is the true 
philosopher in love. 

The Phaedrus is formally a discussion of rhetoric based on 
a speech of Lysias—whether a genuine speech of that orator 
or a parody does not matter for our present purpose—on 
the subject : that it is better for a youth to grant his favours 
to one who does not love him than to one who does. This 
is a typical paradox to give scope to sophistical ingenuity. 
It is followed by a counter-speech on the same subject by 
Socrates himself as a specimen of what can be done. The 
speech of Lysias is, as Socrates well says in the sequel, an ingeni¬ 
ous string of arguments without proper construction and full 
of repetitions. Lysias tells us that lovers act under compul¬ 
sion, that their passion is followed by remorse, neither of which 
is true of non-lovers, among whom there is a wider choice. 
Lovers, he tells us, are chained by passion as by a disease, 
they boast of their conquests and give themselves away, they 
are jealous of all other company, they love only the bloom of 
youth which will pass, whereas non-lovers show a friendship 
that will not be diminished by physical intercourse. Lovers 
need you more it is true, so do beggars need to be invited to 
dinner rather than your friend . 1 You should choose wisely, 
for promiscuity is inadvisable in either case. From all this 


1 Cp. p. 94 above. 
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I will quote one significant paragraph (2336), in which the 
non-lover says to the youth : 

‘ If I persuade you, I will, in the first place, seek your company 
not with immediate pleasure, but also with future advantage in 
view ; not overcome by desire but master of myself. I will not 
become your bitter enemy because of some trifling incident, 
important matters only will move me to anger, and that slowly. 
If you err against your will I will forgive you, if willingly, I will try 
to prevent you. These are the tokens of lasting friendship. If you 
have supposed that a strong bond of friendship is impossible without 
passion, you must remember that we could then not hold our sons 
dear, nor our fathers or mothers, that we could not possess trust¬ 
worthy friends whose affection arose not from such passion but 
from other common pursuits.’ 

This rhetorical farrago is obviously not devoid of a good deal 
of sense, but it leaves us very confused because the orator has 
failed to define his terms. There is a general antithesis between 
Eros, passion, and <pdla, friendship, but the difference is not 
clear cut and the denial that Eros may be good is very repulsive. 

It is exactly this defect that Socrates, when he is at last per¬ 
suaded to give a speech on the same subject, proceeds to 
remedy. The speaker is supposed to be one among several 
lovers who is clever enough to pretend that he does not love. 
This is not in order 4 to safeguard his own character by abstain¬ 
ing from even a playful defence of a morally disgraceful 
thesis 51 for his thesis, as we shall see, is not at all disgraceful 
but simply because a man who is not the victim of the Eros 
as about to be defined is obviously, since he has the <pdta , 
which even Lysias granted him, a lover in a higher sense later 
to be explained. The speech begins, as a speech by Socrates 
should, with a very careful definition of Eros as understood in 
this at first sight strange performance : Eros is desire (imdvfxla) 
but even those who have not Eros (i.e. in Lysias’ sense) desire 
the beautiful. So we must find another difference between 
them. We have in us two leading principles; an inborn 
desire for pleasure and an acquired capacity of judgement 
(< 3 6 £a) which aims at what is best. Sometimes these two agree, 

1 Taylor, p. 303. Friedlander (II, 488) and Lagerborg (66) remark 
on the importance of this definition. Wilamowitz (I, 476) points out 
that the first speech of Socrates is complementary to the palinode. 
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sometimes they differ. One or the other gains the day. When 
our judgement wins we have self-control or moderation 
(aaxpQoavvrj ), when desire leads us to pleasure against our judge¬ 
ment, we have excess In the case of food this victory 

of hubris is gluttony, in the case of drink, drunkenness, and in 
the case of the pleasure to be got from beautiful bodies it is 
Eros. 

Having thus carefully defined the Eros he intends to attack, 
Socrates, after a very short interlude which in itself should 
awaken us to the importance of the definition, proceeds to what 
should not, except as far as the language is concerned, be taken 
as a mere sophistical exercise upon an uncongenial topic, 
because it very obviously is a thoroughly sound attack upon 
immoderate physical passion, mere brute infatuation unsanc¬ 
tioned by reason, upon possessive, jealous, brutal Eros, the 
Pandemian lover condemned by Pausanias in the Symposium. 

Such love, he tells us, is bad for the soul of the beloved 
because the lover, with his own pleasure alone in view, desires 
to keep his darling in a constant state of inferiority and 
dependence, prefers him to be ignorant, cowardly, inarticulate 
and slow. The opposite good qualities make for strength in 
the beloved and may deprive the lover of immediate and 
unquestioned satisfaction. He will keep the youth away from 
improving company and from the divine love of wisdom {deta 
<pifaoo<pla) because as long as he remains ignorant he will look 
to his lover for everything. Love that aims at pleasure before 
good is bad also for the young man’s body. It will make him 
soft, not strong, make him lead an indoor and a pampered life 
where cosmetics will usurp the healthy tan of the sun, and lead 
to a physique the weakness of which will encourage his enemies 
but be a source of fear to his friends and even to his lovers 
themselves. Economic subjection too is this lover’s aim. The 
poorer the beloved, the more pleased the lover. He would 
deprive him, if he could, of parents, friends and of all support. 
He is jealous of all his possessions and would prefer him without 
wife, children or home that he may the longer work his own 
sweet pleasure upon him. Such pleasure aiming only at 
immediate satisfaction, is an evil flatterer, a wild and harmful 
beast. And to the beloved youth the lover is not even pleasant. 
Youth should seek its pleasures with youth, for in the society 
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of an older man it will only find satiety. To see, to touch, to 
hear no one but an older man night and day becomes terribly 
irksome, and the watchful jealousy of the lover a hard burden 
of compulsion. And when love has ceased and the lover re¬ 
gains his self-control he will avoid paying the price or fulfilling 
the wild promises he made and the youth pursues him with 
complaints, not realizing that the other has changed. For 
these reasons the youth should favour the non-lover—for like 
the wolf’s affection for the sheep is a lover’s affection for his 
boy (238^-241*/). 

Such is Socrates’ indictment of Eros. Phaedrus desires him 
to go on to praise the non-lover, but this Socrates refuses to do, 
excusing himself by saying that the non-lover has all the corre¬ 
sponding advantages. This refusal is natural enough, for there 
is no such thing to Socrates as the affection of a non-lover. 
There is the Eros as defined above and there is the Eros of 
which he will speak later, affection without Eros is impossible. 
So instead of praising this he suddenly exclaims that he has 
blasphemed against the god of love and he must deliver himself 
of a palinode before harm come to him from the god. And 
here, as is not infrequent, Plato’s humour has misled most of 
his commentators. The blasphemy was only in giving the 
name of Eros to the kind of passion described. Hence the 
palinode. Of the substance of his magnificent indictment of 
mere physical erotic madness which is ruthlessly possessive 
and profoundly selfish he does not need to retract a single 
word for it gives us an understanding of what real Eros is not, 
which is essential to the understanding of the true nature of the 
god of Love. So, he tells us, any one who heard him say that 
lovers pick quarrels with their beloved on the smallest provo¬ 
cation and that they are envious and harmful must have 
thought he was listening to a man brought up in the sailors’ 
quarter (243c) among those who have never known the love 
of free men, and would not agree with the reproaches against 
Eros . Socrates does not mean, of course, that such lovers as 
he has described do not exist, but that they do not deserve the 
name of lovers. 

His * palinode ’ is the famous myth of the journey of the soul. 
As before, his first concern is to make us understand the nature 
of the very different Eros with which he is now dealing. And 
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because this can only be properly understood against a back¬ 
ground of psychology we get the description of the human soul 
and of the eternal Ideas. Love is a fxavia, a form of madness 
that comes from the gods, one among several—prophecy, 
augury, and art are of a similar kind—it is juavta because it is 
unreasoning emotion, though it attains its highest level, the 
philosopher’s love of truth and beauty, only when allied with 
reason. Or rather it is the emotion that motivates the philoso¬ 
pher’s search, for the source of movement, the mainspring of 
action is to be found in the soul. The soul is here mythically 
represented as a charioteer with two horses, one obedient one 
obstinate and hostile. 1 At death the soul rises to the rim of 
heaven and catches a glimpse here and there of the eternal 
Forms beyond. In the crush of souls it loses its wings and 
comes back to earth, and the soul that has seen the Ideas most 
clearly becomes a ‘ lover of wisdom or lover of beauty, one 
who lives with grace ’, 2 a lover of wisdom, (all of which refers 
to the philosophic life), also ‘ one who loves boys along with 
the love of truth’ ( naideQaarrjg fiexa ydoaotpiag , 249^). By 
recollection awakened by the sight of beauty, we remember 
the Idea of beauty and the other Ideas (250^) : 

‘ As for Beauty, it shone, as we said, among the realities yonder. 3 
And when we come hither we recapture it gleaming brightly by the 
clearest of our senses (for sight is the sharpest of our bodily senses) 
in a way that wisdom is not seen, for it would awaken marvellous 
love, if some such clear image of it were present to our eyes—and so 
with other lovely realities. But now this fate belongs to Beauty 
alone, so that it is the most manifest and the most beloved. 

He who is not fresh from initiation, or who has been corrupted, is 
not quickly led hence to beauty itself that is yonder. He directs his 
gaze to what is called beautiful here below, so that he does not revere 
what he sees, but surrenders himself to pleasure ; he tries to go 
on all fours like an animal and beget; in company with insolent 
excess he feels no fear or shame in the unnatural pursuit of pleasure. 
But the initiate, he who gazed at length upon the things above, when 

1 See pp. 131 ff. 

* fiovaixdg (24 8d): Here only means a cultured man, an adept at the 
art of life. The artist in our sense is well below him. 

•Beauty, as a Form, is of the same nature as the others here. It is 
because the sense of sight is the clearest of our senses that the perception 
of its images here below is clearer. So Robin, VAmour, 221, though he 
seems to imply the opposite on pp. 51 and 180. 
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he sees some divine face, a fair imitation of Beauty, or a body of 
fine appearance, at first he shivers and some of the fears he felt above 
creep upon him, then he looks and reveres it as a god, and he would 
offer sacrifice to his darling as to the statue of a god if he did not fear 
to be thought quite mad. And as he looks he ceases to shiver, and 
perspires from unaccustomed warmth. For as his eyes absorb the 
stream of beauty, the roots of his wings are warmed and refreshed, 
the hardness that sealed the wings away and blocked their growth is 
melted, and as nourishment flows upon them, the tips swell and 
start to grow from the root—in his whole soul. For the whole soul 
was winged once. Then the whole soul of him whose wings begin 
to grow seethes and throbs with an itching and irritation such as is 
felt in the gums at the growing of the teeth, for as it grows wings it 
seethes and irritates and itches. And as it looks upon the beauty of 
the boy and particles come flowing thence upon it, which is called 
desire, it is warmed and refreshed, it is relieved of its pain and re¬ 
joices. But whenever it is alone and in need, the lips of the passages 
where the wing is pushing through dry and close and shut off the 
growth, and the wing, imprisoned with desire, pulses like an artery, 
pressing its way out so that the whole soul, goaded this way and 
that, is crazed with pain, yet rejoices in the memory of the beauty it 
has seen. Frenzied by the anxiety of both feelings together and the 
perplexity of its strange plight, maddened by sleepless nights and 
restless days, it is driven by its desire to where it thinks it will see him 
who is beautiful. While looking on him desire now freed opens the 
closed barriers ; the soul finds rest from stings and pains, and culls 
the sweet pleasure of the moment. Thence it will not willingly 
depart. Nothing is more precious than the beautiful beloved. 
Mother, brother, friends are all forgotten, fortune lost through 
neglect is of no account. Law and manners, in which it formerly 
took pride, are all despised and it is ready to be a slave and to sleep 
as near the object of desire as one allows it. And besides revering 
the beautiful one it finds in him the only healer of its greatest 
travail. That is the state that men call love. . . .* 

Each man, we are told, reacts to love according to his character, 
according, that is, to the god he followed on high. The 
philosopher, as follower of Zeus, with more dignity; the soldier, 
as follower of Ares, with more violence. The philosopher 
wishes his beloved to be divine in his soul, a lover of wisdom— 
he studies the character of his god and tries to make his beloved 
as like to Him as possible. And so with the followers of the 
other gods. Socrates then proceeds to describe the effect of 
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Eros upon the soul in another way, by means of the parable 
of the soul as the charioteer and the two horses. The dark 
horse does not wish to obey the goad of the charioteer but 
leaps at the beloved. Dragged away against his will he leaps 
forward again and again until he is tamed at last, and the 
lover’s soul, fearful and respectful, can safely approach the 
beloved (2550) : 

* Being cared for in every way like unto a god by a lover no longer 
dissembling but quite sincere, the beloved himself naturally returns 
friendship for care. If then he has been blamed formerly by his 
fellows or any one else who told him that it is shameful to go near a 
lover, and has thus sent him away, yet as time passes his age and his 
need of him will lead him to accept his company. For it is decreed 
that the bad will never be friend to the bad, or the good not friend 
to the good. And when they thus come together and converse, the 
goodwill of the lover fills the beloved with wonder when he perceives 
that not all his other friends and relatives offer him any affection at 
all, compared to his divinely inspired friend. 

And when this has lasted for some time, and he comes near him 
and touches him either in the gymnasia or at other times when they 
are together, then the source of that stream which Zeus called desire 
(l/xegog) when in love with Ganymede, flows strongly upon the lover 
and some disappears into him and some, when he is filled, overflows. 
And like a breeze or the echo that leaps back from hard smooth 
surfaces to whence it came, thus the stream of beauty makes its 
way back to the beautiful boy through his eyes and naturally pene¬ 
trates to his soul and causes his wings to grow, moistens the channels 
where they sprout and the soul of the beloved is in turn filled with 
love. Then he too loves, but he knows not whom. He does not 
know what he feels and cannot explain it, like one whose eyes have 
been infected through another, and he does not know the cause, so he 
does not realize that it is himself he sees in his lover, reflected as from 
a mirror. And when the other is present, his ache ceases as does 
the other’s, and in his absence he desires and is desired, for he now 
feels the requital of love (dvrigcog) which is an image of love itself. 
This he calls, and believes it to be, not love (Sqcoq) but friendship 
(<piM a). Like the lover, but less strongly, he wants to see, to touch, 
to kiss, to lie together. And it is likely that soon after this he does 
these things. And when they sleep together the lover’s undisciplined 
horse has something to say to the charioteer and deems that he will 
get a little delight for his many troubles. That of the beloved has 
nothing to say, but embraces his lover in perplexity, and throws his 
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arms round him, clinging to him as to one who wishes him well, and 
whenever they lie together, he cannot for his part deny anything, 
if the lover ask for satisfaction. But the other horse and the 
charioteer strain against this with shame and reason. And if the 
better part of the lover’s mind win through to the appointed way of 
life and to philosophy, they lead henceforth a happy and united life, 
masters of themselves and disciplined, having subjugated evil in their 
soul, and freed virtue. And in the end, light and winged they have 
won one of the three truly Olympian bouts, than which there is no 
greater blessing which either self-control and moderation or divine 
inspiration can give to men. 

But if they live a commoner life, that of the lover of honour, not the 
lover of wisdom, then it will easily happen when drunk or at some 
other moment of carelessness that their two undisciplined horses will 
capture their unguarded souls, lead them together, and take what 
the majority call the blessed choice, and go through with it. 
And when they have done so, they will continue this relationship, 
though sparingly because what they do has not the approval of their 
whole soul. These two live their lives as mutual friends, though they 
are less so than those others, both throughout their passion and after¬ 
wards, for they deem that they have given and received the greatest 
pledges which it is not right ever to transgress and become enemies. 
When at last they leave the body they are wingless but they have 
started on the road that leads to wings, and they thus get no small 
reward for their erotic madness. For it is the law that those who 
have started on the heavenly road shall not go the journey below the 
earth, but they live on in the light journeying together and when the 
time comes they will grow wings together because of their love. 

Such are the divine gifts of a lover’s affection, dear youth. But 
intercourse with one who does not love, mixed with but human 
moderation, leads only to a human and a small result; it is conduct 
unworthy of a free man and, though praised by the majority as 
producing virtue in the loved soul, it makes this soul to roam upon 
the earth or below it in ignorance for nine thousand years.* 

Socrates ends his discourse with an invocation to Eros and the 
rest of the dialogue continues the discussion of rhetoric. The 
Phaedrus , unlike the Symposium , begins and ends with the love- 
relationship between individuals, and as this is Plato’s fullest 
pronouncement on the subject, the above lengthy quotations 
were inevitable. In this last speech Socrates has most carefully 
explained the nature of the real Eros. Based upon a realization 
of the eternal universal Ideas, awakened by the sight of physical 
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beauty in men, it aims at leading the beloved also to an under¬ 
standing of beauty and truth, and the common search for these 
can, in this dialogue at least, be successful only when motivated 
by the joy of love requited. 

We shall see that the Phaedrus makes important contributions 
to the Platonic conception of the soul and the gods. We 
also find Eros here more definitely linked with the Ideas by 
means of the recollection of them which is quickened by the 
contemplation of earthly beauty. This is very natural in a 
later dialogue. But as far as Eros itself is concerned, the main 
difference with the Symposium is that there is in the Phaedrus a 
much fuller description of the working of the passion in the 
individual soul; its roots remain more firmly fixed in sexual 
attraction between individuals, while in the earlier dialogue 
this attraction is rather lost sight of. But it would be a mistake 
to attach too much importance to this difference or to find in 
it a development in the conception of Eros between the two 
dialogues. The Phaedrus speeches are after all specimen 
speeches on the definite topic of the love relationship between 
individuals and this obviously accounts for the difference of 
approach. And apart from this difference of emphasis, the 
Platonic Eros is essentially the same in both dialogues. They 
may therefore be discussed together. 

In both we find the same three kinds of lovers. The lowest 
kind, the victims of a selfish and purely physical infatuation, 
are condemned with equal severity by Pausanias and Socrates. 
Above them stand the better lovers of Pausanias ; these, not 
being true philosophers, will indulge in sexual intercourse, 
though sparingly. In both dialogues Plato treats them with 
sympathy, not with contempt or ridicule. They are weaker 
brethren no doubt, but then there are few human beings with 
the self-control of a Socrates; and Plato was the last person 
to expect a great number. He admits that such love is inspir¬ 
ing and that it helps men to progress towards the life of philo¬ 
sophy, mythically expressed in the Phaedrus as the growing of 
wings. These lovers must have moderation—as who must not ? 
—in their passion, and, since all men aim at the highest, their 
way of life cannot be entirely satisfactory, we are told, even 
to themselves. But it was evidently not a contemptible 
compromise for a Greek, caught, owing to the unfortunate 
8 
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circumstances of contemporary life, between an ideal of almost 
impossible chastity on the one hand, and on the other love of 
women which could not, whether owing to woman’s inferiority 
or his own instincts, be more to him than mere physical desire 
almost devoid of the psychological elements which every intelli¬ 
gent and civilized human being requires in his affections. 

Well above him and supreme in the Platonic scale of lovers 
is the true philosopher in love. There is no question of physical 
intercourse here. We may call this ‘ Platonic love ’ in the 
usual sense, provided we remember that the lovers belong to 
the same sex, that their aim is mutual inspiration in the 
search for truth and goodness, not mutual delight. There is 
also the difference that Plato does not deny the physical basis 
of this love. His lovers do desire physical intercourse but 
control this desire and transmute it into a passion for common 
study. That is the point of the tale of Alcibiades’ temptation 
of Socrates, and the lover’s resistance in the Phaedrus is described 
in terms which remind one of that episode. But a certain 
amount of kisses and embraces are allowed, which should 
be enough to convince us that Plato is sufficiently Greek not 
to be repelled by such expressions of homosexual affection. 

And if he stopped short of allowing this Eros its full physical 
expression it is because such intercourse is unnatural in that it 
has no natural issue. Considered in this way it is useless and 
thus, to Plato, neither good nor beautiful. But there is little 
in his writings to suggest that his revulsion from full hetero¬ 
sexual intercourse was not equally strong. The reference to 
‘ those who go on all fours and beget ’ and the whole tone of 
the Phaedrus as well as the Symposium do not encourage one to 
think otherwise. Throughout, marriage is only a means of 
procreation ; only at the end of his life, in a passage of the 
Laws, does this stern disapproval show any sign of relenting. 1 

In another way too Plato’s conception of philosophic love is 
difficult for us to accept. As we follow the philosopher on his 
upward journey we feel that something has gone wrong, that 
passionate oratory has somehow left love behind ; that in the 
contemplation of supreme beauty the philosopher may indeed 
find a sublime satisfaction, but we would hardly call this the 
satisfaction of love which must surely be limited to relations 
1 See note at the end of this chapter. 
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between individuals. If we look closer we shall find that the 
point where we should part company with Plato is when 
Diotima reaches the beauty of 4 laws and institutions \ Love, 
we feel, must have and retain some sort of physical basis and 
Plato has here, though to a less extent in the Phaedrus , been 
carried away on the tide of his own magnificent metaphors. 
But before we thus lightly dismiss the metaphors it is important 
to realize that they are still in common use in every civilized 
language. We not only speak of love of country—which can 
logically perhaps be reduced to love of one’s countrymen but is 
essentially something quite different—we also speak of love of 
honour, of institutions ; and we speak of the love of God. 
Such persistent misuse of words, if misuse it is, must point to 
a very strong connexion between the emotions concerned. 

Such a connexion Plato is ever at pains to emphasize. In¬ 
deed he insists not only on the connexion but on the identity. 
We have seen the physical pleasures pale into insignificance 
before the 6 pure 5 pleasures of the mind in the Republic and 
the Philebus. 1 We shall see that the passionate love of truth 
in the mind is the same stream of desire which expresses itself 
in physical passions, redirected towards the attainment of 
knowledge. 2 We cannot therefore say that Plato was carried 
away by his own metaphors, for he very definitely asserts that 
they are not metaphors at all. In this he was no doubt guided 
by his own experience. It must have been true in his own 
case that the longing he felt for mental discoveries was, if not 
as intense, at least as real as, and more lasting than, any longing 
for physical satisfaction. The two feelings seemed to him 
essentially the same, and he called them both Eros. And this 
may be true enough. 

He knew physical desire of course. He also knew that affec¬ 
tion for boys and men, friendship, which can be satisfied and 
be a source of great delight with the minimum of physical 
contact. Teaching always remained to him a communion 
between master and pupil, research always a common quest 
between friends. He knew that man cannot stand alone, 
that he needs sympathy from, and interchange of ideas with, 
congenial minds. And here the homosexual habits of his 
contemporaries may have helped him to dissociate Eros from 
1 Pp. 70, 80. * Pp. 135 ff. 
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all physical contacts. On the one hand the love of woman was 
debased to the mere physical level, on the other the love of 
man for man could, he thought and probably knew from experi¬ 
ence, be uprooted from the physical plane altogether. And 
since this Eros led in intelligent intercourse to interesting dis¬ 
coveries through mental contact, he based upon it his concep¬ 
tion of Eros as the motive power of all intellectual activities. 
It remained quite definitely rooted in sex attraction, homo¬ 
sexual attraction for the most part, and that he fully realized 
this the Symposium and the Phaedrus are there to prove. To 
those who still deny it, it is idle to attempt a proof of what 
Plato himself has expressed with crystal clearness. 1 This 
flight away from the physical raises a further question. How 
far are we to take each higher step reached as cancelling the 
one before ? Is one who has reached the final goal, the perfect 
understanding of reality and the contemplation of it as supreme 
beauty, one who is producing perfectly virtuous actions, the 
perfect man in short, is he still to enjoy the sight of physical 
beauty ? 

It seems difficult to exclude the lower stages, even when the 
higher are reached. But they will lose greatly in importance. 
We know that Socrates could drink with the best, and it seems 
absurd to suppose that he did not enjoy it; so elsewhere 
Plato regards pleasure as the natural concomitant of the 
reasonable life in every part of the soul. What we do have to 
exclude, however, is any ^iolent^desire^ any Eros, for physical 
pleasure. We also know thatf^Socrates had a marvellous 
endurance and could withstand privations better than any one. 
That was because his longings were concenJi^te 4 ~t^^ 
things, and though, betngmimS^^ to feel the neecfof 

fooS/^ long as he had enough to keep him well, the slight 
pleasure he felt in the process of eating did not interest him 
much—he knew of such far greater delights. And we must 
suppose that Plato’s attitude was much the same with regard to 
sex. The physical urge might presumably be satisfied in 

1 As Wilamowitz (I, 44) has well put it : ‘ Diese Erotik aber wurzelt in 
Gefuhlen der Knabenliebe, die uns fremd bleiben, weil sie wider die Natur 
sind, und die wir doch geschichtlich nicht nur begreifen, sondern nachemp- 
finden miissen, sonst bleibt uns Sokrates schlechthin unverstandlich, und 
von Platon erhalten wir nur ein verblasstes oder verzerrtes Bild.* 
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marriage, but even that urge would be considerably weakened" 
by concentration of desire upon the problems of dialectic. 

That is why the philosopher, as we are told in th&J lepublic 
(£ 041), whe n he loses one near and dear to him, will not give 
way to grief like other men but face the future bravely and 
get on with his work. And this will be made easier for him 
because the very intensity of his universal interests makes 
him less dependent upon others. B ut his entire soul, 
ggverned by reason, still has pleasure in its every part, and 
thus presumably desire—for witho ut desire ther e can be no 
pleasure—and the aim is balance and harmony under the 
qo^o^^ The^islmFeedlp read^pcelfc^m. 

inla Plato. In his post -Phaedo writings at any rate, it is not 
there, even though at times his passion for the blessings of the 
intellect drives him into forms of expression that come near 
to it. What he does say is that the intellectual life is so much 
more satisfying, so much more real, that those who have once 
known it will lose a great deal of the ordinary man’s interest 
in things physical. 

Up to a point this is undoubtedly true. The thinker does 
take less interest in his food than the common man, is less 
dependent upon his nearest and dearest, less enslaved to his 
physical passions, though he will still need the love and sup¬ 
port of a friend and lover, whether man or woman. And 
in this he will be successful only if his universal interests, though 
they may have weakened his other passions, do not deny their 
existence, or try to stamp them out. The result, as Plato often 
said, must be balance and harmony, with intellect as. a_ heneJ 
volent monarchy not a tyra nt.-irL the soul. And it was Plato’s 
6eficTtHaFirTa real philosopher or lover of wisdom, harmony 
woulcf^be the inevitable result. The disharmonious soul 
THfcrely paid fip-servIoTtophilosophy, and the love of truth had 
not truly entered into his heart. 

Such is the Platonic love, the love of truth and beauty 
quickened by mutual affectionr IF is regrettable, no doubt, 
TfiaTliflns^ the love of man for woman had no 

place, that he therefore s< 5 ugftrlris^igher Eros between man 
-and” mail, alid sincePappealing to the animal kingdom, he 
realized that homosexual intercourse was unnatural, he was 
ledjto dissociate Eros from its physical basis altogether. But 
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even those who, in a more fortunate era, may be able to make 
a synthesis of the mental and the physical in love (a synthesis 
which in his own way Pausanias also tried to achieve) where 
the circumstances of his time led Plato to divorce them almost 
completely, may well learn a good deal from him, were it 
only from his insistence upon the psychological and intel¬ 
lectual factors without which all love is only a rather tiresome 
animal instinct. 


NOTE 

The passage in the eighth book of the Laws (8366-8420) which is 
Plato’s last pronouncement on the subject, agrees with what has gone 
before except that homosexual intercourse is more definitely con¬ 
demned than elsewhere (except in the ideal republic) a nd that h e 1 
seggasJessJiostilqjto love bet ween man and , woman. He begins Tyy' 
condemning sexuaTintercourse between men as unnatural, on the 
analogy of the animal world, and also because it does not lead to 
virtue. 

There follows a division of cpdta, the more general term, into that 
of like for like, here equated with the good love, and that of unlike 
for unlike based on need, which he here equates with the wild 
infatuation condemned elsewhere also ; and a third kind mixed of 
the first two, which is at odds with itself: one part bids it take its 
fill of bodily joy, the other part prefers contemplation (oqcov dk 
fmXXov rj igcoVy 837 c) and is in love with the soul. This last is the 
better lover of Pausanias and it should be noted that Plato is 
evidently thinking so far mainly or solely of homosexual love. He 
desires to rid his city of both the inferior loves by declaring them 
impious so that men shall refrain from them as they now refrain 
from incest. 

The actual law which he proposes, in consequence, forbids homo¬ 
sexual relations altogether, and allows intercourse only wit h th e 
woman by whom Intends to have a ch ild. This will mean the 
end of excesses and further * men will be friends to their wives ’ 
(ywcul-i re cvdrajv olxeiovg elvai (piXovQy 8396). He declares this not 
impossible since athletes have been known to practise continence. 

Yet it is curious to find how much opposition he expects; and 
indeed he goes so far as to propose a second-best law (841a). This 
ifitAmalcf apvnal { presumably with the exception 

allowed above, though he does not say so) so that the practice will 
be difficult and infrequent. In this way, though we will not expect 
continence, men will be ashamed to be caught (to fiij AavOdveiv 
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alaxQoVy 841 b). He thus expects three factors to act as restraints : 
first piety, since sexual relations are now taboo except in marriage, 
as incest always was ; second, ambition, for men will lose their 
reputation if they are caught; third, the higher love, where it 
exists. 

This strange second best, by which Plato hopes to achieve a 
tolerable morality, bears a strong resemblance to the general 
modern practice. We may well doubt whether the advantages 
which Plato hopes from repression and hypocrisy arejiot likely to. 
lead to w orse,.jevik-Jiiaii he is trying to avoid. His chief aim, 
however, is to eradicate pederasty, and adultery with it; love 
between the sexes remains secondary. 

Nevertheless it is interesting to find in this work of Plato’s old age 
a glimmer of understanding of what love between the sexes might 
be, especially if we may include it under the heading of love between 
equals of which he approves at 837#. But I doubt whether he 
intended this. As so often, the suggestion of man and wife as 
‘ friends ’ is thrown out casually, and its possibilities left unexplored 
in the most tantalizing manner. 



IV 


THE NATURE OF THE SOUL 

The most common abstract words in any language frequently 
defy exact translation. 'Fvxtf, which as a rule we needs must 
translate by ‘ soul does not in fact mean the same thing at all. 
For instance, where Socrates argues at length that the soul 
is immortal, a modern thinker would rather argue for its 
existence and consider immortality to belong to it by definition. 
But the Greek word primarily means the pri nciple ^of life in 
any being, and whatever is alive must possess it by that very 
fact. The word continued to be used in this vague sense 
both in everyday language, where such an expression as negl 
ipv%rjg 6 Sgojuog 1 means simply that ‘it is a case of life and 
death 5 , and also in philosophical discussions. We shall not be 
surprised, then, to find Simmias suggesting in the Phaedo that 
the psyche is merely the harmonious arrangement of the bodily 
parts. That theory is there rejected, but the point I wish to 
emphasize is that even in the fifth century the word ‘ psyche ’ 
was not automatically linked with the conception of 
immortality. So towards the end of the Republic , after several 
discussions of the parts and functions of the soul, the subject 
of immortality is introduced as follows (608 d )~; 

‘ Do you not know, I said, that the soul is immortal and is never 
destroyed ? 5 

And he (Glaucon) looked at me in surprise and said : ‘ Heavens 
no ! Can you prove that ? * 

It is true that we find a belief in immortality in very early times, 
and that the part of man which survives death is then called 
the psyche. But it is as well to remember that in Homer 

1 Theaetetus , 172*. For an interesting discussion of the word see 
Burnet, Essays and Addresses , pp. 141 fF. (The Socratic doctrine of the soul). 

x 20 
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life after death is but a shadowy counterpart of full-blooded 
life on earth. The souls fly to Hades shrieking like bats, they 
cannot speak to Odysseus until a draught of living blood has 
restored a little life to them, and the dead Achilles complains 
that he would rather be a servant to the poorest man on earth 
than king among the dead. There is no suggestion that the 
psyche is in any way man’s highest or noblest part. There is 
nothing spiritual about Homer’s souls and his dead would 
gladly come back to life, however painful. 

The conception of the soul as the highest part of man seems 
to have been imported into Greece by those mystical teachers 
and prophets who are usually somewhat summarily lumped 
together as the Orphics. Their doctrines came from the East; 
they seem to have taught an immortality that was no longer a 
pale reflection of earthly life, but a release from the body 
and a deliverance. The body to them was the prison or tomb 
of the soul —oojfjLa afjjua y as they pithily expressed it. Man then 
aims at the purification of this soul, and after many incarnations 
rises to perfection and is absorbed, or reabsorbed, into the 
divine. It was probably under Orphic influence that the 
Pythagoreans developed their way of life as a gradual process 
of purification. But to them this immortal psyche was the 
intellectual power of man and purification lay to a large 
extent through a strictly scientific, which to them meant a 
mathematical, training ; though some of them seem to have 
laid a great deal of emphasis on number-magic and on ritual. 
From them must have come the conception of the intellect 
as the noblest and immortal part of man, of salvation through 
knowledge, the conception so magnificently expressed in the 
Phaedo, and it remained with Plato to the end. 

This emphasis on the intelligence as the most divine thing 
in man, the most essentially human because the only part of 
himself which he does not share with the animal kingdom, is 
one of the most important differences between the Platonic and 
the Christian doctrines of the soul and should be kept in mind 
throughout. But here again 6 intelligence 5 is not a very happy 
translation, for the supremacy of the intellect did not to Plato 
imply the denial of emotion, as it is so frequently, if mistakenly, 
thought to imply it to-day. All this will become clearer as we 
study the texts, but we must be on our guard from the beginning 
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against the instinctive associations of the word soul with any 
spiritual values which are quite separate from, if not actually 
hostile to, intelligence and reason. To Socrates and to Plato, 
as to Aristotle, the activities of the soul culminated in the 
intellect as its highest function. So much so that 4 mind 5 is 
at times a far more suitable translation of 

Though the influence of the Pythagoreans on Socrates can 
be exaggerated, it is well established; and his theory of the 
human psyche is a natural development of their general 
point of view. To him the soul was that which directs, or 
should direct, men’s lives by ruling over and controlling the 
body and its passions. This is the meaning of the famous 
tendance of the soul, which he makes the aim of every individual 
and every state. The clearest and simplest statement of it is 
found in the Charmides. The beautiful young Charmides is 
asking him for a cure for headache which Socrates professed 
to know. It is, says Socrates, a certain herb, together with 
an incantation, which will cure far more than headaches (1566): 

‘ Perhaps you have yourself heard good doctors say to a patient 
who comes to them for eye-trouble, that they cannot heal the eyes 
alone but that it is necessary to treat the whole head before they can 
effect a cure, and further that they believe it sheer ignorance to treat 
the head by itself apart from the rest of the body. Hence they turn 
their attention to diet for the whole body and attempt to cure the 
part along with the whole. Or have you not noticed that they say 
this, and that such is the case ? 

—Certainly, he said. 

—Do you think they are right ? Do you accept their point of 
view? 

—Most certainly, he replied. 

—And when I heard him agree I was heartened. My confidence 
returned by degrees and I was keen. I said : 

Now this incantation, Charmides, is something of the same kind. 
I learned it when on active service from one of the Thracian doctors 
of Zamolxis, who, they say, even make people immortal. This 
Thracian said that when our Greek doctors spoke in the way we have 
just mentioned, they were right. “ But Zamolxis, said he, who is 
our king and a god, says that just as one should not attempt to treat 
the eyes without treating the head nor the head without the rest of 
the body, so one should not minister to the body apart from the soul. 
That is the reason why the majority of ailments elude doctors in 
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Greece, because they neglect the whole which should be their care. 
For if the whole is ailing, the part cannot be well.” 

He said that everything good and evil in the body and in the 
whole man originated in the soul and spread thence as from the 
head to the eyes. The soul then should be our first and our greatest l 
care, if the head and the rest of the body are to be well. And, my 
friend, he said the soul must be tended by incantations, and that 
these incantations are beautiful conversations. From such con¬ 
versations self-control and moderation arise in men’s souls, and once 
they are present it is easy to bring health to the head and the rest 
of the body. 

Then when he taught me this remedy and incantation he said : 

“ Let no one persuade you to treat his head unless he first submit to 
the incantation’s treatment of the soul. For that is the mistake men 
make now : some try to be doctors without either moderation or 
health. They should have both.” And he enjoined me not to 
allow any man, however rich, well-born or beautiful, to persuade 
me otherwise. I swore I would not and I must keep my oath. To 
you too, if you are willing to surrender your soul to the influence of 
the Thracian’s incantations, I will give the cure for a headache. 
Without that we cannot help you, my dear Charmides.’ 

Here we have the Socratic doctrine in its clearest, its simplest 
and its most moderate form. Health and virtue—in this case 
the virtue of moderation—are parallel to each other, complete 
each other. Everything depends on the soul, but the ultimate 
aim is the health, physical and moral, of the whole man. This 
is, in the main, the attitude of the earlier short dialogues, 
though more emphasis is usually laid upon the soul and less 
consideration given to the body. 1 

It is the essential inferiority of the body and its pleasures 
which we also find insisted on in the Gorgias . 2 In that dialogue 
occurs the interesting parallel between different arts : just 
as the body is developed by physical training and its defects, 
once they have arisen, are cured by medicine, so the soul’s 
healthy development is the object of law-making and its defects 
corrected by the administration of justice. 3 It follows that the 
health of the body and that of the soul are objects of knowledge 
and require systematic investigation. 

That the soul is immortal appears from the myth of the day 
of judgement at the end of the Gorgias , but it should be clearly 

1 See e.g. Laches , 185*. * See pp. 52 ff. 8 See p. 209. 
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understood that Socrates’ arguments for the good life are in 
no way based upon it in the first instance and that, here as 
elsewhere, his ethical system stands even if this immortality is 
denied. The myth is an addendum, not an argument. At 
least until in his later dialogues immortality followed from 
premises he had by then worked into his philosophy, Plato 
was inclined not to treat the belief in it as a main argument 
for, but only as an added inducement to, the good life. 

We find the immortality of the soul also in the Meno> though 
still in mythical form. 1 It is emphasized in the course of the 
discussion and is used to introduce the theory that knowledge 
is only recollection, that learning is only remembering what our 
soul knew before birth. This theory will be used in sober 
argument elsewhere when immortality is the actual subject 
under discussion. It at least illustrates very vividly the funda¬ 
mental conception of education that is Plato’s, that education 
consists in drawing out, not in putting in (81 c) : 

4 The soul then, being immortal, has come to birth many times. 
It has seen what is here and in the underworld and all things, and 
there is nothing which it has not learned. No wonder it can recollect 
what it knew before about virtue and other things. For as the 
whole of nature is akin and the soul has learned everything, there is 
nothing to prevent a man—after first recollecting one thing, which 
is what we call to learn something—from finding out all the rest for 
himself, if he is courageous and does not weary of his search. For 
all research and learning is but recollection.’ 

But the first dialogue to make a real contribution to our 
present subject is, as we would expect, the Phaedo where 
Socrates, on the day of his death, is attempting to prove the 
immortality of the soul. Recollection appears again, this time 
in connexion with the theory of Ideas, which enables Socrates 
to express his belief in the essential kinship of the human soul 
with the world of thought. We also find, in a form more 
violent and more uncompromising than anywhere else in 

1 This is clear from the way it is introduced (8 la-b). ‘ Poets and priests * 
have said the soul is immortal, which is the regular way of introducing a 
myth. The whole argument is meant to show that we need not believe 
those who say that ‘ we cannot find out what we do not know ’ (see p. 12). 
And Socrates does not insist upon the details of the refutation (8 6b), only 
that it can be refuted. 
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Plato, an excessive dualism, an almost complete divorce, 
between soul and body. 

In the introductory part of the dialogue we are told that 
death is a boon to the thinker, indeed that the pursuit of 
philosophy is but a practice for death. Death is the separation 
of soul from body and it is the aim of the philosophic soul to 
free itself, even during life, from the obstacles, such as dis¬ 
tracting pleasures and confusing sensations, which the body 
puts in the way of the soul’s development. It is by reasoning, 
as far as possible without the help of the bodily senses, that the 
mind can reach truth and the apprehension of the eternal 
Forms. Socrates expounds this theory of purification from 
the body in a passage of great eloquence in which the word 
xa 0 aq 6 g y pure, and its derivatives—words strongly charged 
with orphic associations—occur with significant frequency 
( 66 b) : 

‘ As long as we have our body, and the soul is confused with this 
evil, we shall never satisfactorily attain the object of our desires, 
which we say is truth. For the body keeps us busy in a thousand 
ways through its need of food. Further, disease may hinder us in 
the pursuit of truth. The body fills us with desires, passions and 
fears, all kinds of imaginings and nonsense, so that we can never 
understand by means of it anything in truth and in reality, as we 
call it. It is the body and its passions that make for wars, revolu¬ 
tions and battles. For all wars are due to the acquisition of wealth, 
and wealth must be acquired because of the body, enslaved as we 
are to its care. And because of all this we have no time for philo¬ 
sophy. Worst of all, when we have some respite from it and pro¬ 
ceed to some investigation, it interferes once more at every point in 
our search, interrupts, disturbs and intimidates us, so that we cannot, 
because of it, contemplate the truth. We have in fact proved that, 
if we are ever to have any pure knowledge, we must escape from the 
body and consider things in themselves with our soul (mind) alone. 
Then, it would seem, we shall realize the wisdom that we desire and 
love, after death, as our argument shows, not during life.* 

From this and many similar passages in the Phaedo we find 
that the soul is thought by Socrates to be that part of man 
by which he knows or apprehends those eternal objects of 
knowledge, the Forms or Ideas, and only that part. The soul 
is here a unity and it does not include anything beyond the 
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reason or intellect. Pitted against it at every turn is the body 
as the seat of sense-perception, of passions and desires, of 
pleasure. 1 The way of philosophy is to withdraw oneself as 
far as possible from all these bodily affections, to ‘ purify 5 
oneself from them, to grant them no mercy and to keep them 
rigidly under control. It is the 1 way of death, 2 since only 
after death can we find that wisdom which is the aim of life ! 

His belief in the immortality of the soul so understood 
Socrates supports by three main arguments : 

The first is based on rebirth and runs as follows. There 
is an old belief that our souls from here go to another world 
and that from there they return hither. This is but a particular 
example of the general principle that all things are born from 
their opposite. Living souls then come from souls that are 
dead and the dead from the living. If this general principle 
is accepted we must have the double journey, from death to 
life as well as from life to death (72 b) : 

* for if things of one kind did not ever yield to the other kind as they 
come to be, travelling in a circle as it were, but one thing became 
another in a straight line to its opposite and did not turn back on its 
return journey, then everything would in the end be of the same 
kind, reach the same state, and cease to become ’. 

That is to say, all souls and indeed everything that changes 
would, if change were in one direction only, ultimately reach 
the same terminus and cease to be. 

The second argument is based on the doctrine of recollection, 
and on the existence of Ideas which are the objects of recol¬ 
lection. If you admit that the Forms exist and that knowledge 
is the recollection of them, caused by sense perception—and 
this, after due explanation of Socrates’ meaning, Simmias and 
Kebes enthusiastically do—then the existence of the soul before 
birth necessarily follows, and if it exist before birth it will also, 
on the strength of the first argument (opposite from opposite) 
exist after death. 

The third and last argument is also based on the theory of 
Ideas. Granted the existence of these, we have two kinds of 

1 Wilamowitz (I, 341) says of the soul in the Phaedo : sie ist vielmehr 
durchaus eine Einheit, als Gegensatz zum Korper erfasst. 

There is indeed a hint of higher pleasures, but only a hint. See p. 64. 

* 4 Weg des Todes *, Friedlander, I, 75. 
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existence ; the one of simple eternal, unchanging Forms, the 
objects of knowledge ; the other of particulars composite, 
mortal and ever-changing. The first is divine, the other is not. 
Which of the two does the soul resemble ? As its very nature 
is to rule over the body and to apprehend the Forms, it must 
surely be similar to the Forms and akin to the divine (78-80) 
Hence it must itself be simple and not composite (davvderov ). 
It is therefore more likely to be indissoluble or almost so. 

Socrates then repeats with greater emphasis the doctrine of 
separation from the body and all its ways : some souls, through 
contact with the body, become heavy and body-like themselves. 
After death they wander as shadowy ghosts on the outskirts 
of the physical world until they are once more attracted 
into the bonds of the body, or indeed descend into animal life. 
The fate of those who are ruled by ambition rather than love 
of possessions is not so bad, and politicians perhaps become 
bees or ants. But high above them all the soul of the philoso¬ 
pher, freed from the pleasures and pains which nail body 
and soul together (84 a), freed, that is, from the body 

‘ following reason and concentrating upon this, it contemplates the 
truth and the divine, sees what is beyond belief, and is nurtured by it, 
thinks that in this manner it must live as long as life lasts, and when 
it dies it goes to that which is like unto itself and is freed from the 
evils of human life \ 

Two conceptions of the soul are now brought forward by 
Simmias and Kebes. One, that the soul is a harmony, that 
the soul is to the body as melody is to the lyre, that as the 
body is stretched and held together by the hot and the cold, 
the dry and the moist, &c., so our soul is, as it were, ‘ the 
harmonious mixture of these when they are mixed in due 
measure \ The second suggestion is that, though the soul may 
exist before birth, it may perish when we do. The body may 
outlast the soul, but this proves nothing, for so a weaver might 
wear out many coats in the course of his life but his last coat 
will survive him (87). That the soul is essentially more lasting 
than the body has been proved, but it does not follow that 
the soul itself may not come to an end, after either one or 
several lives. 

Dealing with the first theory, that the soul is a harmony, 
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Socrates points out that in that case it cannot exist prior to 
the body, and that if you believe in the soul as a harmony 
you cannot believe in Recollection. Further, a harmony 
cannot oppose its parts, yet a struggle between soul and body 
is a recognized fact (93a, 946). Thirdly, if the soul is a harmony 
it must be harmonious or not exist at all; it follows that men 
whose souls are not a perfect harmony have no soul at all. 
And what is to be the relation between goodness and the soul ? 
A harmony of a harmony ? That is absurd, and one must, 
since a harmony either is complete or does not exist, be driven 
to conclude that all men—since they all have a soul—are 
equally harmonious, that all their parts and functions are a 
perfect blend, and that all men are equally good. The soul 
cannot therefore be a harmony. ~ 

To the second suggestion (that the soul might outlast several 
bodies and yet perish) Socrates does not immediately reply, but 
interrupts the argument with an account of the development 
of his own thought and of his disappointment with the physical 
philosophers who confuse the how with the why (98c). He 
himself finds in the theory of Ideas, which he here further 
describes, the only satisfactory explanation of the why of 
things. 1 

Upon this theory, when he returns to the main argument, 
he bases what is not so much an answer to Kebes as a fourth 
attempt to prove the immortality of the soul. He has explained 
how a particular thing not only participates in its owi\ Form, 
but also in some other Forms that are essential to it, and that 
it cannot be invested with a Form which is the opposite of 
any property it necessarily contains. Three, for example, 
not only contains the Form threeness but also that of the odd. 
It cannot contain the Form of the even. Fire cannot admit 
cold, and so on. In the same way whatever has soul has 
life, life is thus the inevitable concomitant of soul, so that the 
latter cannot admit death which is the opposite of life and is 
therefore deathless (105). 

This is not the place to examine at length the validity of the 
four arguments for immortality. We will merely note in 
passing that the first is based on an extension of the principle 
that 4 opposite is born from opposite ’, that the other three 

1 Sec p. 18. 
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are based upon a belief in the existence of the Forms and of 
Recollection. The last argument further rests upon an 
ambiguity in the word aOavarog , deathless. 1 Its proper con¬ 
clusion is not that the soul is immortal but that a dead soul 
cannot exist, that soul and death are two mutually exclusive 
terms, and that when a man dies his soul goes on living or 
ceases to exist at all, a conclusion with which no one could 
possibly quarrel. 

We have now learned, not only that Plato considers the soul 
to be immortal but that he considers it to be in some essential 
way akin to the eternal Forms, changeless, simple, without 
parts, ever the same. We have noted also that the soul as here 
described is essentially the mind and the intellect, that it stands 
in direct opposition to the body, its passions and its pleasures, 
and that it aims at being as completely separated from it 
as the world of Forms is from the world of sense. Clearly 
there is an implied contradiction in this, for if the philosopher 
has a passionate desire for truth he cannot be devoid of all 
emotion. But no solution is offered here. To regard philoso¬ 
phy as a training for death is a dangerously negative point of 
view in which no allowance is made for the development of the 
human emotions. There is good reason to regard the teach¬ 
ing of the Phaedo , splendid though it be, as pure intellectualism 
divorced from life, its final aim being the eternal preservation 
of the soul in the cold storage of eternally frozen absolute 
Forms. 

But that is Plato’s first word, not his last. He is putting 
before us in all their starkness the two extremes between which 
a synthesis must, and will, be made. From being intellect 
pure, which will always remain the master, (though even here 
it will be necessary to inquire with some care what Plato 
means by intellect and not to neglect the explanations he has 
given) 2 we shall find the soul gradually absorbing all of man 
that is not sheer physical matter. And in the Timaeus even 
that matter loses its solidity. 

The emotional intensity of the Symposium reads like a violent 

1 Plato seems vaguely aware of this, and tries to equate ddamrog and 
dvcofedpos (indestructible) at io6£. 

■ See pp. 253 ff. 

9 
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reaction against the all but complete denial of emotion which 
is characteristic of the Phaedo . It is possible to maintain that 
there is no contradiction between the theoretical position of the 
two dialogues and Plato certainly succeeded in making a 
synthesis between emotion and intellect in the psychology of 
the Republic . But the difference of approach, of emphasis, of 
general attitude, is clear and unmistakable ; it is the difference 
between repression and sublimation. In the Phaedo all the 
emphasis is on purity, death and immortality ; in the Symposium 
it is all on love, on beauty and on life. The philosopher’s goal 
is no longer to cut himself off from all pleasure and desire 
but to rise by means of desire and love from the slavish infatua¬ 
tion for an individual to the adoring contemplation of supreme 
beauty ; and his ultimate aim is intellectual creation in that 
beauty (rj yhvrjatg Hal 6 roxog ev rep xahep). Of death as a 
milestone on that road there is not a word. Immortality 
of the soul is not only not mentioned, it is all but denied. 1 

This vindication of the importance of emotion leads us 
straight to the problem dealt with in the later books of the 
Republic . With this dialogue and the Phaedrus , which probably 
followed it, we come to some very important developments in 
Plato’s psychology. We saw that the Phaedo considers the soul 
as all but pure intellect, and immortal, and that the Symposium 
speaks of the offspring of a soul which is mortal. It may be 
to solve this contradiction that Plato came to examine whether 
the soul should not, indeed must not, be divided into different 
parts. He does so in the fourth book of the Republic . He has 
already established three classes in the state and, since goodness 
in the individual is the same as in the state, he concludes that 
there must also be three parts of the soul. This parallel, 
though he admits that it is not yet scientifically established 
(axQifiojg 435 d), is not a mere analogy to Plato, for he was 
deeply convinced of the close connexion between social and 
individual psychology. But he also argues from a common 
human experience, that of conflict in the mind. Now in 
accordance with the law of contradiction ( c the same thing 
cannot act upon another, or be acted upon by it, in two con¬ 
trary ways at the same time and in the same relation * 436^), 
which he takes some pains to explain, if it can happen that we 
1 See note at the end of this chapter. 
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feel thirsty and yet do not wish to drink, there must be some¬ 
thing in our psyche that bids us drink, and something else that 
forbids it. The latter is the reasoning or calculating part of 
the soul (hoyLOTixdv), the former the passionate. And there 
is also a third part that cannot satisfactorily be classed with 
either. The story of Leontius (4390) : 

‘ while coming up from the Piraeus on the outside of the northern 
wall, he saw some corpses lying by the executioner. He both 
wanted to look and at the same time was angry with himself and 
turned away. For a time he struggled and covered his face, but, 
overcome by his passion, he forced his eyes open and said to 
them, rushing towards the corpses, “ There then, you devils, have 
your fill of the evil sight.” * 

proves that anger can oppose the passions and is therefore 
different from them. We have then a third part of the soul, 
the 4 feelings \ This 4 temper 5 or 4 feelings 9 (dv/udg) is found 
to work under the command of reason and to be its ally. The 
parallel with the state is now complete : reason in the indi¬ 
vidual corresponds to the ruler class in the city, the feelings to 
the soldiers and the passions to the rest of the people. 

The same tripartite division of the soul is found in the myth 
of the Phaedrus , x and it will be most convenient to consider 
the relevant passages at this point. The famous image of the 
three parts of the soul as a team of two horses and a charioteer 
is described as follows (246 a) : 

4 To describe the nature of the soul is an altogether superhuman 
and a long story, but it is a lesser task, and within human power, to 
say what it resembles. So let us do that. The soul is like a team 
of winged horses and a charioteer that have grown into one. Now 

1 The Phaedrus was most probably written after the Republic . See Ritter's 
chronological tables, I, 254. Taylor (299 ff.) inclines to the same view, 
though Shorey analyses it before the Republic . Robin {UAmour, 62-120) 
wants to date it near the Timaeus. He denies (144) that the tripartite 
division of the soul in the Phaedrus corresponds to that in the Republic , 
because the white and black horses follow the charioteer upon his heavenly 
journey. How, he asks, can the lower parts of the soul be immortal? 
Plato himself raises this question at the end of the Republic (sec below), but 
the question is not raised in the Phaedrus and it is not necessary to press 
the details of a myth in this way. In any case Robin's own equation of 
the two horses with ‘ Pimage de P Autre ou de la N6cessit6 * of the Timaeus 
is completely unconvincing. The main point is that the soul is not looked 
upon as a unit. 
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the horses and charioteers of the souls of the gods are all good 
themselves and of excellent lineage, but those of other souls are 
mixed. Our charioteer rules over the pair he drives ; one of his 
horses is beautiful and good and of similar parents, the other the 
opposite in both respects. Our driving is therefore necessarily 
difficult and troublesome.’ 

And the myth goes on to describe the journey of the dis¬ 
embodied souls, following the gods in groups according to their 
characters, lifted up by the love of beauty which causes their 
wings to grow. The gods, well above the rim of heaven, spend 
their whole time in the contemplation of the ideal Forms, and 
the human souls follow as best they can. In the clash and 
confusion of souls they too now and again catch a glimpse 
of the eternal Forms, but then lose their wings and drop back 
to earth. And here, through the love of beauty, the sight of 
earthly beauty causes them to remember the absolute beauty 
which they saw above, and thus the wings of the soul start to 
grow once more 1 (253c) : 

‘ At the beginning of our tale we divided each soul into three, two 
parts like unto horses and one like a charioteer. So let it be now. 
Of the two horses the one we say is good, the other not. But we did 
not explain the goodness of the one or the badness of the other, and 
this we must now do. The right-hand horse is high of stature, with 
agile limbs, high neck, straight profile, white to look upon, dark¬ 
eyed, a lover of honour tempered by respect and moderation, a 
companion of true belief; unafraid he needs no whip but is con¬ 
trolled by command and speech alone. The other is crooked, 
heavy, loose-jointed, with a short and thick neck, snub-faced, black 
in colour, grey-eyed and bloodshot, the companion of insolence and 
pride, shaggy about the ears, deaf and hardly yielding to the whip 
and the goad. 

Whenever the charioteer looks into the eyes that he loves; at the 
sight the warmth of love spreads through the soul and he is over¬ 
come by the goads of an itching desire—the obedient steed, now as 
always under the compulsion of respect, controls himself and does 
not leap upon the beloved. The other, submitting no longer to the 
driver’s goad or the whip, leaps up violently and rushes forward. 
He gives no end of trouble to the charioteer and the other horse, 
compels them to approach their darling and to be mindful of the 
joys of love. . . .’ 


1 See pp. 109 ff. 



THE NATURE OF THE SOUL 133 

This division of the individual soul into three parts is a very 
great advance on all that had gone before. In the Phaedo we 
find Plato distinguishing between three different types of men, 
whom he calls lovers of wisdom, lovers of honour and lovers of 
gain. It has often been pointed out 1 that in this he was 
probably inspired by the Pythagorean doctrine of the three 
types of life open to men. But those who interpret this Pytha¬ 
gorean doctrine as ‘ implying 5 the tripartite division of the 
soul miss the whole point. The difference is that whereas the 
Phaedo (and the Pythagoreans) speaks of three different types 
of men , in the Republic and the Phaedrus these become three 
parts of the same soul . It is true that also in the Phaedo the 
philosopher has to overcome his passions, but these are not 
part of his soul. By extending the meaning of yvxrj to include 
these passions and desires, Plato is brought to the notion of 
conflict within the individual mind or soul, a most valuable 
step and one of which he makes full use in the Republic and 
elsewhere. We still have the three lives, but it is now a question 
of how the conflict has been solved, which part of the soul is in 
the ascendant. The fundamental basis is the same for all men. 
Far from being a ‘ primitive view ’, this is very advanced ; one 
of the most startlingly modern things in Platonic philosophy 
is just this discovery of the importance of conflict in the mind. 

We cannot, of course, prove that Plato had not his whole 
psychology worked out when he first put pen to paper, but 
for his readers at any rate this development takes place in the 
third and fourth books of the Republic . In order to find 
justice in the individual we seek for it ‘ writ large 5 in the state. 

1 Burnet ( Phaedo on 68c ; Thales to Plato , 42) Taylor, p. 281 and Com¬ 
mentary , p. 497 ; and Natorp (p. 527). They all want to reduce the three 
parts of the soul to the three lives. Natorp because he wants to make the 
Phaedrus the earlier work, Burnet and Taylor because here again they 
want to reduce Plato to the Pythagoreans. Of course, even in the Phaedo 
the notion of conflict is present, but it is a conflict of soul versus body 
rather than a conflict within the soul. Too much is made of a chance 
phrase in the Gorgias which seems to imply that the soul is not entirely 
homogeneous. The actual words are (493 b) ' that part of the soul where 
the passions reside * (tovto rfjg yjv%fjg ov at emBv[x£ai elaiv) . I agree with 
Wilamowitz (I, 231 n. ; 395) that these words should not be pressed. 
Burnet also relies on a quotation from Posidonius in Galen (De Hipp. et 
Plat,,p, 425, Kuhn) and one from Iamblichus given in Stobaeus (Eel,, i,p. 
369, Wachsmith) which attribute the tripartite soul to the Pythagoreans. 
It is quite likely that they too failed to see where the advance lay. 
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Not unnaturally we establish the three classes in the state to 
correspond to the three types of men, the three lives. Then, 
coming back to the individual, we follow the analogy of the 
state and are thus led to transfer the three types into the soul 
and they become three parts of the individual soul. And it is 
noteworthy that whereas Plato always refers to the three types 
of lives as common knowledge, he thinks it necessary to prove 
at some length the fact that there are parts of the soul. No 
doubt he saw the importance of the step he was taking. 1 

From then on the good life is the proper functioning of every 
part of the soul in its proper place and a man is master of 
himself when his feelings and 2 his passions are obedient to his 
intellect—the charioteer of the Phaedms —as a state is its own 
master and happy when the councillors’ commands are obeyed 
by the rest of the people and when each of the three classes is 
satisfied with its position (443^) : 

‘ In truth then justice appears to be something of this kind. It is 
not concerned with external actions but with the inner state of a 
man and his several parts. He must not allow every part of him¬ 
self to interfere where it has no business, the different kinds (yevrj) 
of soul must not hinder one another. The just man puts his 
own house in order, thus ruling over himself, friendly with him¬ 
self, harmonizing the three parts like the three notes of a melody 
—the high, the low and the middle, and any others there may be between 
—binding them all together so that from a multiplicity he becomes 
a unity, controlled and harmonious. In this manner he acts, when¬ 
ever he does anything regarding the acquisition of wealth or the 
care of the body, or some public business or private contract. In 
all these he believes and declares a just and beautiful action to be 
that which preserves or achieves this state of harmony, and wisdom 
to him is the knowledge that presides over such deeds, whereas an 

1 See F. M. Cornford, Psychology and Social Structure in the Republic of Plato » 
in Class . Quart., 1912, pp. 247-65, who shows that the division of the state 
came first. He points to an interesting connexion with the three ages of 
man. Also Hackforth, The Modification of Plan in Plato's Republic , C. Q., 
' 9 * 3 , PP- 264-72. 

2 The middle part of the soul, Ovfxdg, is often translated by ‘ spirit ’, but 
the adjective spiritual, and the use of spirit in that sense, which has of 
course nothing to do with Qv/udg, make this ambiguous. The literal meaning 
is anger. Fear, indignation and the like belong to this part of the soul. 
I have therefore called it feelings, which in that sense are quite distinct 
from passions, as when we talk of saving a person’s feelings. Perhaps 
* sentiments * (Cornford l.c.). 
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unjust action is that which ever destroys the harmony, and ignorance 
is the belief that presides over that.* 

The division of the soul into three parts was never meant to 
be an exhaustive classification of all the soul’s functions and 
the comparison with the notes of music hints as much in the 
last quotation. Nor does Plato lose sight for long of the 
essential unity behind the parts. On the contrary, he re¬ 
establishes this unity when, in describing the philosophic 
character he says (485 d) : 

‘ When a man’s passions incline violently in one direction, 
they are, we know, weakened in other directions by this fact, like a 
stream that has been canalized. 

—True. 

—When they flow towards study and things of that kind and are 
concentrated upon the pleasures of the mind (psyche) alone, the 
physical pleasures are given up ; when a man, that is, is a true 
philosopher and does not merely pretend to be. 

—Necessarily. 

—Such a man will be controlled, and never greedy of wealth. . . .’ 

Nor is this an isolated illustrative passage, but it prepares us 
for the psychology of the ninth book. There, as we saw in our 
discussion of Pleasure, 1 Socrates tries to prove that the lover 
of wisdom is happier than the ambitious or the mercenary 
man. In so doing he makes it repeatedly clear that each part 
of the psyche not only has its own pleasures but its own pas¬ 
sions and desires also (580^, 58 ic). Further, all parts of the 
soul have their function if they will obey the intellect (5860) : 

4 When the entire soul follows that part which loves wisdom, and 
is not rebellious, every part can fulfil its own function in other ways 
too and be good ; each can reap its own joys which are true as far 
as can be.’ 

These extracts point to another most important development 
in Platonic psychology. We saw how, by dividing the soul 
into parts Plato came to realize the importance of mental con¬ 
flict. He now goes farther. Behind the very real diversity 
he rediscovers unity once more, and he pictures this unity as a 

1 See pp. 67 ff. For the metaphor used in the passage quoted cp. 
Phacdrus , 25 le : * canalizing desire inoxerevca/nivT] Ipspov. 
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stream of passionate desire which can be directed and canalized 
to different objects according to the character of the man. 
That the philosophic life had its own pleasures, and so must 
have its own desires, was more or less implied from the begin¬ 
ning. But there was, in the Phaedo , no explanation of how 
this could be. But now, by charging every part of the soul 
with its own passions, by insisting that the philosopher desires 
truth with the same passion as other men desire food, drink or 
sexual satisfaction (474c ff.) and making the difference one of 
direction, he makes clear once more that the aim is not repres¬ 
sion but sublimation. If a man love truth as he should, the 
intensity of his physical passions will by that very fact be 
diminished. And in this weakened form they have their place. 
The accusation of anti-emotionalism, or at least of cold intel- 
lectualism so often levelled against Plato no longer holds. 
Intellect itself is now vivified by a stream of deep emotion. 
The three parts of the soul are now only three main channels 
along which this stream must flow. 1 This clear and explicit 
view should not be obscured by the fact that Plato still goes 
on speaking of the lowest part as the passionate. It always 
remains so, for the majority. All these desires are not the 
only function of the soul. They are, however, the one big 
vivifying factor which all parts have in common. And it is 
obvious that this stream of passion is no other than the Eros 
of the Symposium Vhich rose from lower to higher until it became 
the passionate desire for creation in universal beauty. So 
that we have here a carefully propounded psychological theory 
which combines the uncompromising intellectualism of the 
Phaedo with the magnificent defence of emotion which is the 
Symposium . 

There is a passage in the tenth book of the Republic which 
has, quite mistakenly, been interpreted as a correction of the 
tripartite division of the soul we have been discussing. Where 
he shows how far removed from the truth is imitative art, 
Socrates makes a distinction between ‘ that in the soul which 
perceives through the senses * and * that in the soul which 
knows \ The former is said to be full of confusion, the latter 
to bring order by the science of measurement. But this is in 

1 In the Timaeus (736-744 ; yjd) a physical link between the three parts 
of the soul is provided by the marrow. 
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no sense a new twofold division. It is merely the usual division 
of the cognitive faculties into perception and intellect, fully 
explained before (5230 ff.), which corresponds to the difference 
between belief and knowledge (478), and their objects are 
respectively the physical and the Ideal world as explained in 
the central books. This antithesis is one of the most cojmmon 
in Plato, indeed it is the Platonic antithesis. Of course, both 
perception and reasoning are in the soul and part of the soul 
but, unlike most of his commentators, Plato does not in fact 
use the word part or form (/ ieqog , eldog) at all in this passage 
(602c ff.). Not that it would have mattered if he had. He 
does call perception inferior to knowledge, and he then pro¬ 
ceeds to include the confusion of strong emotion as being also 
encouraged by art and as being characteristic of the perceptive 
stage of cognition. 1 

There are, at various points in the Republic , three separate 
divisions of the soul : first the three parts, reason, feelings and 
the passions ; then, in the simile of the line, two parts, each 
again subdivided, understanding ( vovg ) and reasoning ( diavoia) 
on the one hand, belief and imagination on the other ; 2 and 
then in the tenth book the knowing and the perceptive parts. 
This last corresponds to the main division of the line, and even 
in the third book passion and feelings are contrasted with 
reason, so that they naturally rely on perception and belief, 
not on knowledge. That Plato easily passed from the cognitive 
to the moral aspects of the psyche is not surprising, for the one, 
to him, implied the other. Truth cannot be discovered unless 
the main stream of desire be directed towards it. Hence the 
confusion caused by unanalysed perception and that of immor¬ 
ality go together and are corrected at the same time. These 
various divisions of the mind or soul do not contradict each 
other. None of them is meant to split the soul into separate 
compartments and it is but natural that when a living con¬ 
tinuum is studied from different points of view there should 
only be a general correspondence between the different 
divisions. At least it is natural for a philosopher whose aim is 
to help us to understand the different sides of our nature, not to 

1 Note that both the do£agov and the Xoyiaxixdv are said to be rfjg < 5 lavoiag 
in 6036, 10. 

*See p. 27. 
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create a fool-proof system of neat little compartments, which 
would nowhere correspond to the truth. 

It is also in the tenth book of the Republic that we find a 
further argument in favour of the immortality of the soul. 
It may be summarized as follows : 

Everything has its own good and its own evil; the former 
benefits and preserves it, the latter corrupts and destroys it, 
and it can be destroyed by nothing else. So ophthalmia is 
the evil of the eye, disease the evil of the body, blight that of 
corn, and so on. If then we find something which cannot be 
destroyed by its own particular evil it will be indestructible. 
The evil of the soul is injustice, intemperance, cowardice and 
ignorance (the opposites of the four virtues, sin). But a man’s 
soul cannot be destroyed by sin. A bad man continues to live 
(execution by law being, of course, an incidental and not a 
direct consequence of sin) ; therefore the soul is immortal, for 
physical disease, being the peculiar evil of the body and not of 
the soul, cannot kill the soul but only the body. He then 
repeats the argument from opposites which we met in the 
Phaedo and adds that the souls will always be the same. They 
have always existed for they cannot come to be from what 
is mortal (6o8rf-6i 10). 

This argument that vice cannot kill the soul is awkward in 
several ways. It implies a far more complete divorce between 
body and soul than we find elsewhere in the Republic , 
and though death does not follow from vice Socrates would have 
to admit that the soul is yet very definitely affected by it. 1 
Further, we cannot but ask whether all the parts of the soul 
are now immortal or, if not, which part is. Plato realizes this 
difficulty but he does not solve it here. He says (611 b) : 

‘ That the soul is immortal is proved by our present argument and 
others. But its true nature we must not examine in its present state, 
harmed as it is by communion with the body and other evils, but 
such as it is when pure ; in that state it should be considered by our 
mind and to find that is to find also a clearer examination of the just 
and the unjust and all we have spoken of. Now we can only speak 
the truth about the soul as it appears to us, for we examine it in the 


1 e.g. the passage here quoted and 408 ff., where it is said that the 
judge must not have any personal experience of evil for it will affect his 
soul. 
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same state as Glaucus was when he rose from the sea. People could 
not recognize his original nature because some parts of his body had 
been torn off, he had been harmed by the waves, and accretions 
clung to him, shells and seaweed and pieces of rock, so that he 
appeared more like any kind of a beast than what he really was. 
So we see the soul affected by a thousand evils. But this is the way 
we must look at it, Glaucon. 

—How ? 

—We should look at its love of wisdom, consider what associations 
•it reaches out to and longs for, how it is akin to the divine and the 
immortal, what it would become if it followed this longing entirely 
and by that desire were lifted out of the sea wherein it now resides, 
after the stones and shells which cling to it now had been knocked off. 
For now it feasts upon the earth and many earthy, stony and wild 
incrustations cling to it as a result of those so-called happy feasts. 
Then might one see the soul’s true nature, whether it has many 
aspects or only one (bite noXveidi)(; ehe /uovoeidrjg , cp. Phaedrus , 
271a), or what its nature may be. Now, however, I think we have 
fairly described its forms and attributes in human life.’ 

Thus, when Plato comes to consider the problem of immor¬ 
tality in the light of his more advanced psychology, he is at 
once faced with the difficulty that, while the arguments for 
immortality in the Phaedo were largely based on the simple 
and uniform nature of the soul and its kinship thereby with 
the Forms, the soul has now been shown to be a multiplicity 
of parts and functions. Those arguments then no longer 
hold and the soul’s kinship with the Forms is seriously im¬ 
perilled. He brings a new argument forward—that of the 
characteristic evil of each thing—but he fully realizes that this 
does not dispose of the question : which part of the soul is 
immortal ? For them all to be so is clearly difficult. The 
problem is too large to be dealt with as a mere appendix to the 
Republic . It will be taken up again. Meanwhile he merely 
reasserts his belief that the essential part of the soul (its immortal 
part) cannot be the whole of what, in the Republic , has been 
included under psyche. 

Nor is the problem tackled in the Phaedrus . The mythical 
representation of the charioteer and his team has already been 
quoted. Two further principles of some importance in this 
connexion x>ccur in that dialogue. First that the soul is the 
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originator of all movement, and therefore of all life, a principle 
of the greatest importance in the works of the later period. 
The point is not argued, it is dogmatically stated and made 
the basis of another proof that the soul is immortal (245^) : 

‘ All soul is immortal. For that which is ever in motion is 
immortal. That which moves something else and is moved by 
something else, when its motion ends, then also ends its life. That 
alone which moves itself, since it never fails, never ceases to move, 
but is the source and beginning of motion for all other things that 
move. For the beginning never came to be. And from the begin¬ 
ning all that comes to be is born, whereas itself it derives from none. 
For if the beginning was born of something else, it would no longer 
be the beginning. 

And since it did not become, neither will it be destroyed. For if 
the first principle were destroyed it could not again be derived from 
anything else nor could anything else be derived from it, if indeed 
all things are derived from a first principle. Thus the first beginning 
of motion is that which moves itself. 5 

The immortality of the soul then, as the beginning or first 
principle of motion, is here added to the theory that it is the 
origin of all life, that without soul there is no life. Life and 
motion are ultimately equivalent terms, and soul, which alone 
has the power to move itself without external stimulus, is the 
sole origin of them. 

Further, the kinship of human souls with those of the gods 
is also established, though in mythical form. Their souls too 
are represented as a charioteer and a team of horses, more 
perfect it is true, but the fundamental structure is the same. 
And this kinship between men and gods is more closely woven 
into the philosophy of the later dialogues. 

The next group of dialogues : the Parmenides , Theaetetus , 
Sophist , Politicus and Philebus , do not contribute very much 
directly to the problem we are investigating, the nature of the 
soul considered as a unit or a plurality and the relation of the 
different parts to one another. From the Theaetetus we would 
naturally expect something, since it inquires into the nature 
of knowledge, but it concerns itself more with the actual 
process of knowing and its objects than with the nature of the 
mind that knows. It describes this process and the psychology 
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of sense perception and of intellectual apprehension. In its 
attack upon the relativism of Protagoras it does, of course, 
maintain the existence of a distinct individual soul as against 
the conception of man as a mere aggregate of unrelated 
perceptions and feelings ; it reaffirms the existence of the 
Ideas which, as in the Phaedo , the soul grasps ‘ by itself* (i860) ; 
and it shows that all perception takes place not in the body but 
in the soul via the body (i86i-c). Clearly it is in the soul that 
knowledge is to be found. 

The Sophist makes important contributions to logic and 
metaphysics but from our present point of view there is little 
except that we may note in passing how yrvxtf is used as an 
equivalent of < 5 idvoia (thought) as a sign of the way the soul 
is throughout these dialogues taken to mean especially the 
intellect. We may note also the expression ‘ the eyes of the 
soul 5 by means of which we see the divine, an unusual expres¬ 
sion strongly reminiscent of the Republic . 1 

In the myth of the Politicus the world is presented as a living 
creature (269^-273^) endowed with soul as well as body, yet 
not completely able to move itself for ever (the real char¬ 
acteristic of soul) but dependent for the original impetus upon 
the guidance of a god, and unable to carry on alone beyond a 
limited time without heading for destruction. As ever, it is 
dangerous to press the details of a myth too far ; Plato is 
only emphasizing that the world is dependent upon some 
power outside itself (as we understand the world). It is, how¬ 
ever, attractive to suppose that he had not yet clarified his 
conception of the soul of the world. 

This ‘ soul of the universe * we also find in the Philebus , where 
the whole universe (to nav) is said to be body endowed with 
soul (acbjua Sjuywxov), that is, in the last analysis, with life ; and 
just as our bodies are nurtured by the matter of the outside 
universe and are part of its body, the same is true of the 
relation between our soul and the world soul. Soul is the cause 
of motion and within it resides mind or vovq, which cannot 
exist without it. Mind is the efficient cause of all that exists 
in the physical world and must be prior to all phenomena. 2 

1 254 a : rd r f)Q ywxOS d/i/iara. See the interesting discussion of the sig¬ 
nificance of such expressions in Friedlander, I, 20 n. 

* See p. 46. 
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In this dialogue also all pleasure and all perception is of the 
soul, not only bodily. 1 Here we trace the same process of 
broadening the conception of the soul, at least of the human 
soul, to include all aspects of life, and this has been made 
possible by the tripartite division explained in the Republic . 

The whole theory of the soul is fully restated in the Timaeus. 
There too the world is a living being endowed with soul and 
mind (£q>ov latfvyov evvow 30 b, &c.) and this soul is spread 
throughout the universe. It is prior to body, since without it 
the world cannot live, though this priority is logical only and 
there never was a time when the world was not; soul once 
more is the beginning, origin or first principle (dgyv) °f life. 
The creation of soul is described in some detail, first that of the 
world and then human souls from an inferior mixture of the 
same ingredients. The process is as follows : From Being 
in the physical and Being in the intelligible world the ‘ Crafts¬ 
man ’ makes a third, an intermediate kind of Being mixed 
from the other two ; he then proceeds in the same way to 
make a mixed kind of Sameness and one of Otherness, both of 
which constituents also exist in the noetic as well as the sensible 
world. These three preliminary mixtures he then blends into 
one whole, and this is soul. 2 The point of this curiously 
abstract procedure—which is, of course, mythical as is the 
whole dialogue, and Plato warns us again and again that it 
is only ‘ a probable tale ’—seems to be this : all judgements 
which the mind makes can be reduced to three fundamental 
kinds, judgements asserting existence, e.g. * This is ’; judge¬ 
ments that point to similarity between two things ‘ A is similar 
to B (in some or all respects)’ and judgements of difference ‘ A 
is different from B (in some or all respects).’ 3 Hence, on the 
principle that like is known by like, which Plato had adopted 
from earlier philosophies, the mind must have within itself 
Being, Same and Other. But the soul can make such judge¬ 
ments both about the objects of sense and the objects of thought, 
about the physical and the intelligible world, and it is the 
function of the mind to act as a bridge between the two worlds. 

1 See p. 75. 

2 This seems to me the only intelligible account of the passage 35 a-b. 
See my article in Class. Phil,, Jan. 1932. 

•See 37 a-c. 
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Therefore it contains within itself Being, Same and Other as 
they exist in both worlds. 

The old notion of the correspondence between the micro¬ 
cosm and the macrocosm is then further developed. The soul 
of the universe is arranged in two circles, that of the Same 
which typifies the regular (apparent) diurnal motion of the 
sphere of heaven studded with fixed stars, and within it on a 
plane corresponding to the ecliptic the circle of the Other 
split up in a number of concentric rims to correspond to the 
orbits of the planets, the sun and the moon. Into the astrono¬ 
mical details of this we will not go. 1 Suffice it to say that all 
this is done in accordance with certain arithmetical and 
harmonic progressions which are the mathematical basis of 
Platonic astronomy. There is then a definite correspondence 
between the world soul and the souls of men. Not only are 
they made of the same ingredients but human souls also are 
divided into the circles of Same and Other (Being, of course, 
belongs to both) which have their spherical motions within 
the head ; and it is by the study and understanding of the 
motion and rhythm of the universe that we may best induce 
within ourselves the appropriate motions of our intelligence. 

But all this only applies to the immortal part of the soul. 
For Plato here answers clearly the question he left unsettled 
in the Republic . The intellect alone is immortal as the most 
divine part of the soul. It is that which is akin to the gods 
and that alone which is the work of the Maker. To weld this 
immortal part into a human body by means of lower and 
mortal parts of the soul is a task that is left to the lesser gods 
that he himself has made, for his own work must be everlasting. 

So here again we have first the most important division of 
the human soul into intellect which is immortal and another, 
a mortal, part. This latter is then subdivided into two parts 
similar to those we found in the Republic but with a wealth of 
detail appropriate in a myth, and each now receives a definite 
place in the body (69c) : 

4 Of divine things he himself is the maker, mortal things he orders 
his own offspring to bring about. They received from him the 
immortal first principle of soul and next in imitation of him 

1 For a full explanation of them see notes in Taylor’s commentary. 
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fashioned around it a mortal body as a carriage for it and within 
this they built another part of the soul, which holds strange and 
compelling attributes within itself: first pleasure that greatest bait 
of evil, then pain escape from good, then rashness and fear, witless 
councillors, anger that is hard to pacify, hope that is easily misled. 
These they mix with unreasoning perception and desire that will 
grasp at everything. Thus of necessity they put together human¬ 
kind. 

And because of this, fearing to corrupt the divine where not quite 
inevitable, they house the mortal away from it in another part of the 
body ; and that they might be apart they place the neck between as 
an isthmus or frontier between the head and the breast. . . . 

The part of the soul that possesses manly courage and temper 
(Ovfidg) and is ambitious they put nearer the head between the neck 
and the diaphragm so that, as it is obedient to reason it should with 
it hold down by force the passionate part whenever the latter is not 
willing to obey reason and its commands. . . .’ 

There follows a description of the heart, the chief organ of the 
region of the ambitious part, and the way it helps to bring the 
passionate part to heel. The latter inhabits the part of 
the body between the diaphragm and the navel, the 4 trough of 
the body 5 where it is swayed by pictorial representations and 
images of the commands of reason upon the smooth surface 
of the liver! We need not, however, take too seriously 
the physiological implications of this semi-humorous passage. 

Thus constituted, the soul spreads from the highest to the 
lowest of living beings, and even plants possess the lowest 
part of it (77 b) : 

‘ For whatever has a share of life would rightly be called a 
living creature (£<pov). And that which we are now mentioning 
(the vegetable kingdom) shares in the third form of soul which we 
say is established between the diaphragm and the navel, which has 
no part in belief, reasoning or mind, but in perceptions pleasant and 
painful along with passions.’ 

While on the other hand the highest part of the soul is almost 
more than human (90a) : 

c As regards the most important part of our soul we must think 
this : that a god has given it as a spirit (dat/xcov) to each of us, that 
which we say dwells in the top part of the body, to lift us from the 
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earth to its kindred in heaven, for we are not of earthly but of divine 
nature. . . .’ 

In the passage immediately following we again have the two¬ 
fold, which is after all the important, division and we are once 
more told that it is necessary for each part of the soul to be 
active in its own way. 

The Laws have not much to add to Plato’s conception of the 
nature of the soul, though they repeat and amplify a good deal 
of what has been said before. There is, in the first book (6442), 
a splendid picture of the conflict of emotions within the human 
soul, and we are told that in this conflict we must follow 
‘ the golden thread of the intellect, that which is called the 
common law in the state’. Soul must be honoured above all 
other possessions and second only to the gods. As the cause 
of all change and of all movement in the world it is prior to 
matter and to the body, and as that which has the power to 
move itself—the highest form of motion—it is the beginning of 
all things. All that has life has soul. 1 

So far there is nothing new. But the theory of parts or forms 
of the soul does not appear. This may be due to the fact that, 
in the tenth book where he combats the views of the ‘ atheists ’ 
who believe in neither soul nor gods, Plato is primarily con¬ 
cerned (as he was also in the Phaedo) to establish the existence of 
the immortal soul so that its relation to the body is not his im¬ 
mediate concern. Having fully explained the different aspects 
of the soul in the Republic and the Timaeus y he can use the 
ordinary antithesis of soul and body without fear of misunder¬ 
standing by his followers, and therefore need not bring into this 
conversation an elaborate psychological theory which would be 
largely irrelevant and only confuse the more general public to 
whom the Laws are obviously addressed. But it is quite clear 
that, as in the Charmides , the thing to aim at is the health of the 
whole individual. As appeared from a study of the passages 
concerned with pleasure, the Laws seem to recommend control 
and synthesis rather than repression. 

There is, however, one passage of the tenth book which 
brings a new and a somewhat startling development. It has 

1 See v, 726 a ff. and the tenth book, especially 891c. ff. and 895c. For 
a discussion of the religion of this book see pp. 171 ff. 

10 
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just been established that the soul is prior to the body and 
is the cause of all motion. The Athenian then con¬ 
tinues (8g6rf) : 

‘ And after that we must surely agree that soul is the cause of 
things good and bad, beautiful and ugly, just and unjust, and of all 
the opposites, if indeed we are to make it the cause of all things. 

—Of course. 

—And as soul resides in and controls everything that has move¬ 
ment it must necessarily control the heavens also ? 

—Why not? 

—Is there only one soul, or are there more than one ? More. I 
will answer for you. Not less than two at any rate : one that does 
good and one that does evil. 

—You are quite right. 

—Very well. Now soul drives all things in heaven, on the earth 
and on the sea by its own motions which are called will (PovteaOat,), 
investigation, care, deliberation, belief true or false. It feels joy 
and pain, boldness and fear, hatred and love and all that is akin to 
these. Original motions with the help of the secondary motions of 
the body bring everything to growth and decay, mixture and dissolu¬ 
tion, and what follows from these, namely heat and cold, weight 
and lightness, hardness and softness, whiteness and blackness, 
bitterness and sweetness ; all of which the soul employs in its work. 
If it has acquired wisdom, god unto gods, 1 it guides all things to right 
and happiness ; but if it associates with ignorance it works the 
opposite in all things. 5 

This curious dualism is the result of following to its logical 
conclusion the theory that the soul is the origin of all motion 
and all life, for some human actions at least are not directed 
Awards a proper goal and yet their origin must be traced to a 
human soul as their cause. As for the possibility of two war¬ 
ring souls in the heavens, that is soon disposed of: the regularity 
of t]he heavenly bodies’ motions is a sufficient proof that the 
cosmos is ruled by one or more good souls gifted with wisdom 
(897^—898^) and that the various souls responsible for the 
motions of the sun, the moon and the stars have divine wis¬ 
dom and are rightly called gods (899^). The bad souls there¬ 
fore can only be the souls of ignorant men. It is ignorance, 
we are told, the absence of knowledge—which is after all a 


1 dedv 6 pda>s Qeolg : the meaning seems of the vaguest. 
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negative concept—that make some souls misdirect their powers, 
and this can be cured by teaching and education. The pur¬ 
pose of introducing these bad souls is somewhat vague, but 
it seems due partly at least to the desire, always prominent in 
Plato, to make man responsible for his own actions. When a 
man has not tended his soul as he should he is therefore not 
only useless, but an active source of evil. 1 

Thus from first tc^last in Pla to we find t hat the soul is the 
highest and noblest part of man^the part he should primarily 
care for an d deve lop. Thro ugho ut the emphask.is .joil the 
r easo n. the intellect, for virtue is always, to him, a matter of 
knowledge. But though there is no fundamental contradiction 
there is c onsider able development in the Platonic view of the 
nature of the soul. At first the word y)v%ij is used without 
explanation as that part of man which should control his life 
and as such it is understood to be immortal. Once the Forms 
have made their appearance it is by means of the soul and its 
functions that Plato cnd cavours to bridge the gap between the 
two worlds, for the soulj^hich exists in the body is ye t able to 
^ppl^hend the absolute Ideas. In the Phaedo wejfrg^^ 
essentially akin toTEe Ideas ; so close 73 ~tRis kinship that the 
stfrirThere looEedmpbn as pure intellect, is unduly separated 
from the body, its pleasures and pains, and is in danger of 
leaving it with a life of its own. In attempting to fill one gap 
Plato bids fair to make another. 

The importance of emotion is then magnificently stressed 
in the Symposium and later in the Phaedrus ; in the latter dialogue 
the soul is, in the myth, closely linked not so much with the 
Idea^as jvithjhe gosh. It is ako-said>to origin ofalT 

movement. The tripartite division developed in the Republic , 

1 The 4 bad soul ’ mayabo refer to whatever principle of motion resides 
in matter, or rather in the indeterminate space-matter of the Timaeus , 
since in this also there is chaotic movement which the demiurge reduces 
to order (see p. 164). With this difference, that in the universe as a 
whole, though there may be a struggle (and even this is not certain) the 
victory of wisdom was always looked upon by Plato as assured. In human 
affairs on the other hand, at least in the affairs of an individual man or 
state, there is no such assurance. For an interesting discussion of this 
view of the bad soul see Wilamowitz, II, 316 ff. Robin takes it to refer 
to the principle of good and that of evil in the same soul. This is ultimately 
true, but I do not think Plato had it in mind in the Laws (VAmour, p. 164). 
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by recognizing the claim of feelings and passions to a place in 
the soul, is intended to rejoin the mind to the body and thus 
to do away with an undue splkting^ 

It also re-establishes unity behind the different parts by its 
image of a stream of desire which can be directed along three 
main channels and thus links up with the desire-philosophy 
of the Symposium . The parts of the soul once more come to the 
fore in the Timaeus , and Plato may now safely reassert his 
belief in the immortality of the intellect, and of that alone. 
The soul as the originator of all life is further emph jtateechin 
the Laws, as is its kinships wrtfrThe godsTwhile me mythital 
process of the soul’s creation in the Timaeus similarly insists 
upon this essential kinship. It also shows the soul as belonging 
to both the physical and the intelligible for it is made up of 
elements from both. 

As for immortality, the human soul as a whole definitely 
does not attain it, since part of it is unequivocally stated to be 
mortal : neither physical desire nor ambition survives. So 
that the human personality as we know it ceases to be at death. 
It is however said with equal clearness from the Phaedo to the 
Timaeus that the highest part of the soul, the mind or intellect, 
the capacity to apprehend universal truth, does survive. It 
lives on, presumably, as a focus_i^sQ^force, that is, of the 
p ongin g for-perfection, bea&fy and truth^which is the-ultimate 
jQngimxtf all ordered inavcment and life iji the universe. If we 
ask, further, how far this immortal mind keeps its individuality 
we must remember that from first to last the aim of the Platonic 
philosopher is to live on the universal plane, to .lose hijj^elf 
I /morg and jnpre in the-contempl ation oLiruth^so that the per¬ 
fect psyclie would, it seems, lose itself completely in the universal 
^nind, the world-psyche. Hence it remains individual only 
m so far as it is imperfect, and personal immortality is not 
something to aim at, but something to outgrow. 

Such seems to be Plato’s view. He does not anywhere 
describe more precisely, except in myths which must not be 
taken literally, the state of the soul after life, or between lives. 
But we can scarcely blame him for not attempting to describe 
the indescribable. Besides, even for him, as for all the Greeks 
ofhis day, the centre of interest is a nd remai ns neith er heaven 

in life the^oSl iTbotlTacSve 
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complete. Its functimi is jhe - fusion of the intelligibly 
\yith the physical* It alonefcan apprehend^the universal, it 
alone can initiate the harmonious and rhythmical motions 
that are life. The Forms do not depend, it is true, upon it 
for their existence, but without it they can be neither appre¬ 
hended nor realized to any extent^aLall. Without soul the 
physical world on the other haijd could not .^ven exist. 

NOTE ON SYMPOSIUM 206C-208 e 

The passage may be summarized as follows : Love is the desire for 
reproduction (rlxTeiv imdv/xel rjficbv f) (pwng). Man and woman 
unite and reproduce. This is the divine power of reproduction in 
living creatures, it is wl^t^&jmmortal in thgm ( rovro iv Qvrpccp dvxi 
. . . dOavarov lve<nw 2o6r). It isShottesire for immortal gl ory which 
makes men seek fame even at me" price ordeath.^ Mortal nature 
(/$ dvt]Trj <pvoi<;) seeks to be immortal as far as possible, and repro¬ 
duction is the only way (Svvarai di Tavtrj pdvov 207 d). There are 
offspring of the body and of the soul. Whatever is subject to death 
(knowledge included) can only survive by reproducing another like 
itself, for only the divine remains altogether stable and the same. 

‘ Thus the mortal shares in immortality in a different way from the 
divine* (ddavarov dW), 208 b, 4 ; see Friedlander, II, 3140, for 
justification of this, the MSS. reading). And Plato then goes on to 
describe the offspring of the mind and to place them high above 
physical offspring. 

There is not a word to indicate that the individual soul is im¬ 
mortal. With the Phaedo before us we may no doubt say that Plato 
does not include the immortal intellect in the 0 v?]t 6 v that can only 
reach immortality by reproduction. But surely Homer and Solon 
who are mentioned as having left offspring of the mind behind them 
are not considered here apart from their minds ! The explanation 
is, no doubt, that Plato is using xpvxri in a commonplace sense, and is 
thinking of the whole man, and that he does not wish to bring in the 
controversial question of immortality. The important point for us 
here is that he does omit any mention of it, and that to make the 
passage at all compatible with the Phaedo we must include the 
intellect under the dddvarov which is immortal But certainly 

no one who had not the other dialogues before him would take this 
to refer to anything but the gods. What a difference with the 
Phaedo where the immortality of the soul is kept before us all the 
time ! 
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THE GODS 

The Greek word Oeog and the English word God are by no 
means equivalent; their associations are obviously very 
different. The chief difference is perhaps best expressed by 
Wilamowitz 1 where he says that to a Greek, god is primarily 
a predicative notion. Where the Christian says that God is love 
or that God is good he is first asserting, or taking for granted, the 
existence of a mysterious being, God, and making a qualitative 
judgement about him. He is telling us something about God. 
With the Greek the order was frequently reversed. He would 
say that Love is god or Beauty is god ; he is not assuming 
the existence of any mysterious divinity but telling us some¬ 
thing about love and beauty, the reality of which no one could 
deny. The subject of his judgement, the thing of which he 
speaks, is in the world we know, and in that world pagan 
thought was focused in classical times. By saying that love, 
or victory, is god, or, to be more accurate, a god, was meant 
first and foremost that it is more than human, not subject to 
death, everlasting. It is not for nothing that, the Greeks 
ordinarily referred to their gods as oi aQavaroi, the deathless 
ones. Any power, any force we see at work in the world, 
which is not born with us and will continue after we are gone 
could thus be called a god, and most of them were. 

It was not only the adjective divine (delog) that could be 
applied to anything greater and more lasting than man, but 
even the noun Oeog was constantly used in such a vague way 
that it cannot be translated god without making nonsense. 
The Milesian philosophers, for example, called Oeog the sub¬ 
stratum of the physical world for which they sought, so that 

1 Platon, I, 348 : ‘ Denn Gott selbst ist ja zuerst ein Pr&dikatsbegrifF. > 
The whole passage is very interesting in this connexion. 
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when Thales said the world was full of gods he may only have 
meant that it was full of water ! Indeed Euripides 1 goes so 
far as to say that to recognise a friend is ‘ a god \ Such a 
statement is unmeaning to us because to the modern mind the 
word god is definitely associated with a divine personality 
endowed with all but human emotions, mind and memory, 
and with purposes and desires that must be such as to secure 
our approval, with love and frequently with anger. Our 
modern conception of the divine is, in fact, more definitely 
anthropo-psychic than was that of the Greek. 

It is true that these abstractions were clothed with a human 
form by Greek artists and poets. But this anthropomorphism, 
though it certainly affected the popular conception of the 
divinities, was, to the educated Greek at least, definitely 
symbolical. At times the symbolism was no doubt lost sight 
of by the ordinary worshipper and the anthropomorphism was 
very crude, but before we condemn it too complacently we 
should remember that the old white-bearded Lord of Hosts (a 
far less beautiful person than Zeus) has by no means been 
utterly expelled from our modern heaven. 

Something of the earlier vagueness clung to even the most 
standardized of the Olympian super-humans, and this may 
help to explain why Greek religion had neither dogma nor 
creed. It may seem labouring the obvious to insist in this 
manner that there is no word in any modern language which 
adequately translates deog, but I believe that a failure to 
keep the two distinct has been responsible for a good deal 
of confusion in discussions of Plato’s God. 2 Our word God 
is a synthesis of two concepts which the Greeks kept distinct 
and which are clearly differentiated in Plato. The divine 
has two aspects : the static and the dynamic. God may be 
looked upon as the ultimate reality, the highest form of being, 
the eternal absolute. We also speak of God as the creator, the 
first link in the chain not of existence but of causation, the 
maker, an active force causing movement and life. 

To ask what is the nature of Plato’s god is therefore a question 
to which there is no single answer. It is not one question but 

1 Helen , 560. 

a A good example of this can be seen in Ritter, II, 776 flf., and I think the 
same is true in Burnet, Platonism , pp. 113 ff. 
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two, and the answers are not the same. We should ask : 
What is, to Plato, the ultimate and absolute reality ? and also : 
What, in Plato, corresponds to the dynamic aspect of god, to the 
maker or creator of life ? The first, the ultimate existence or 
rather (not to force monotheism upon him) existences are the 
Platonic Forms or Ideas; and they remain supreme to the end. 
In this sense we may say that the Ideas of goodness and beauty 
are the god of Plato, in so far as this is one aspect of what we 
designate by the word. 1 But Plato never calls his Ideas gods. 2 
That name he reserves for those more personal beings, those 
more than human forces personified, in whom we may find 
help and guidance in living the good life. These are the gods 
of the myths who do not find a place in Plato’s philosophy 
proper until the last dialogues. 

Only when we have studied the account which Plato gives 
of his gods will it be possible to understand more definitely the 
relation between them and the eternal Forms, but the problem 
is put very clearly as early as the Euthyphro where the pro¬ 
fessional priest of that name has suggested a definition of the 
right (to dcuov) as that which is dear to the gods, and Socrates 
asks (100) : 

‘ Do the gods love what is right because it is right or is it right 
because the gods love it ? ’ 

It is definitely established that the first is the case, and this is 
of the greatest importance, for it gives in a nutshell a point of 
view from which Plato never departed. Whatever the gods 
may be, they must by their very nature love the right because 
it is right. They must conform to it as we must, but more 
rigidly because they are more perfect. The universe is not 
ruled by the divine will, since he who must conform cannot 
be omnipotent. He cannot love the right at his will, he must 

1 This is the answer I once gave in an earlier discussion in the Canadian 
Journal of Religious Thought, April 1930. But it is a mistake to identify 
the Ideas with the gods as is done by Wilamowitz (I, 589, &c.). 

* There is an exception : In Timaeus , 37 c 9 the living world is spoken of as 
an imitation of 4 the eternal gods’ (rwv dtdkov Bed>v &.yaXfia), This must 
refer to the Ideas, and it is just because they are not called gods elsewhere 
that this passage has so much troubled commentators (see Taylor’s notes 
ad loc.), though this loose use of 6 edg as little more than the equivalent of the 
adjective Oetog is very natural. That this is the only place where the Ideas 
are called deol is very remarkable. 
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do so. This separation of the dynamic power of god from the 
ultimate reality, this setting up of absolute values above the 
gods themselves was not as unnatural to a Greek as it would 
be to us. 1 It did not require any great mental effort or 
originality, for the Greek gods never claimed to have created 
the world. The gods who ruled on Olympus in historical 
times had obtained their power by conquest over a previous 
generation of gods, and even these were not creators but 
created beings. As in Homer Zeus must obey the balance of 
Necessity, so the Platonic gods must conform to an eternal 
scale of values. They did not create them, cannot alter them, 
cannot indeed wish to do so. 

But before we set out to follow the gods through the dialogues, 
it may be well to consider briefly Plato’s attitude to the Olym¬ 
pians themselves. There was much in the official religion of 
which he disapproved : he disliked the dogmatic way in 
which even Greek augurs and prophets expounded their stories 
and beliefs about the gods, the claim they made to knowledge 
where they obviously could only rely on faith or inspiration. 
They made no effort to explain their beliefs on rational grounds, 
a thing which even in the Laws Plato very definitely does. He 
also objected to the teaching that the wrath of the gods could 
be placated by prayer and sacrifice. And of course he dis¬ 
approved of the tales told about the gods. 2 But in this he was 
attacking the popular conception of the gods rather than the 
gods themselves, for, though the people derived their ideas of 
the divine from the tales of poets and priests, there was no 
canonized version of these myths. A Greek was perfectly free 
not only to reinterpret but to reject altogether any one story 
about the gods, and indeed almost any number of them, 
without necessarily laying himself open to the charge of 
atheism, or even of heresy. In this vagueness and fluidity lay 
both the strength and the weakness of the Olympian religion. 
It could make a very different appeal to different individuals : 
the common man might well believe in the Zeus depicted by 

1 This point is well made by Brochard {Etudes, p. 98) : ‘ Fagonnes par 
vingt si£cles de Christianisme, nos esprits modernes h&itent devant une 
conception qui pourrait sembler impie et un peu choquante. Est-il rien 
pour nous de sup^rieur k Dieu? II n’en £tait pas ainsi pour les Grecs. 
Au-dessus des Dieux, les Grecs pla^aient le Destin.’ 

* For references on these points see below, pp. 158 ff. 
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Pheidias or even Homer, while to the educated man the 
Olympians were pure abstractions to whom ‘ doubtful philoso¬ 
phers can pray with all a philosopher’s due caution, as to so 
many radiant and heart-searching hypotheses \ l 

Nor had Plato much patience with those who tried to 
rationalize the myths ( Phaedrus , 229c) : 

‘ But Socrates, tell me, do you believe this story (the rape of 
Orithyia by Boreas) ? 

—It would not be strange if I disbelieved it, like our clever men. 
I would then in my cleverness say that the breath of the north wind 
hurled her down from the rocks nearby while she was playing with 
Pharmaceia, and that from her death in this way arose the story 
that she was snatched away by Boreas either here—or from the 
Areopagus. For sometimes they say that it was from there and not 
from here that she was snatched away. 

Such interpretations are attractive, my dear Phaedrus, but they 
strike me as rather too clever and laboured and not altogether 
happy, if only because the interpreter will then be compelled to set 
us right about the physical appearance of the Centaurs, the Chimera; 
a whole mob of Gorgons and Pegasus 5 will stream upon him, and 
a difficult crowd of strange monsters. If the disbeliever is to 
approach each one of them with a probable explanation, he will 
need plenty of time for this rather crude cleverness of his. 

I have no time for such things. And for this reason : somehow I 
am unable to know myself, as the Delphic saying is. Before I know 
myself, it seems ridiculous to investigate other things. That is why 
I let those things be, and accept the traditional belief about them. 
As I said just now, I examine myself, not them. . . . 5 2 

Symbolic or allegorical interpretations do not appeal to 
Socrates any more than the above rationalization as to the 
origin of the story. 3 Plato does not deny that there may be a 
higher and deeper meaning than appears on the surface, but 

1 As it is well put by Gilbert Murray, Five Stages of Greek Religion , p. 99 . 
The whole chapter is very interesting in this connexion. 

8 This docile acceptance of the customary in such matters is rather sur¬ 
prising in view of the attack made upon similar stories in the Republic . But 
elsewhere too we find Plato content to use even the strangest common 
beliefs when another subject is more important at the time (e.g. Laws , 913 ^). 
It might on the other hand be just what the historical Socrates would have 
said. The contradiction is more apparent than real, for Socrates may 
well want to reject stories and at the same time hold that ingenious methods 
of explaining them away (and keeping them) were a waste of time. 

8 See J. Tate’s interesting articles in Class . Quart., 1929/3 and 1930 / 1 . 
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only that the immediate harmful effect of an immoral tale is 
not to be redeemed by any amount of allegory or symbolism 
(Republic, 378^) : 

‘ The binding of Hera by her son, the hurling of Hephaestus from 
heaven by his father because he wanted to protect his mother from 
a beating, the wars among the gods of which Homer tells us, these 
things we will not admit into our city, whether written as allegory 
(iv tinovolaig) or without allegory. 

For such subtleties Plato had no time. And apparently he 
never did have the time to discuss the Olympians. In the 
Republic he is content to leave all the details of religious obser¬ 
vances to Apollo ; in the Philebus Socrates says he is afraid to 
misuse the names of the gods. 1 So in the Timaeus Plato 
suddenly, and rather awkwardly, finds an undefined place in 
his hierarchy for the orthodox gods and then speaks of them 
no more ; 2 the same is true of the Epinomis (984J) where one 
can place them ‘ where one likes ’ ! 

It is often said that this distant and non-committal attitude 
towards the Olympian gods was due to a fear of prosecution for 
impiety. This may be true, but it does not seem very likely 
at the time the dialogues were written. There is another and 
a better reason. That Plato did not believe in the Olympians 
as persons any more than Euripides did is obvious. But once 
the more objectionable myths were removed, he probably 
thought it an unprofitable task to destroy the old gods (even 
if such a task had been possible) when these old moulds might 
still be used as effectively as any other to express new ideas, 
new conceptions of divinity—in so far indeed as even these 
were new. A Greek thinker could find himself opposed to 
almost all the popular conceptions in the matter of religion 
and yet say in all sincerity, as Socrates did, that he did not 
teach men to believe in new gods. So a man in our own day 
might be unable and unwilling to believe in by far the greater 
part of any Christian creed ; he might, for example, consider 
the Virgin Birth to be not only a childish but a dangerous 

1 Republic, 427 b, 46 le ; Philebus , 12c, where the point is that Socrates 
would hesitate to identify Hedone with Aphrodite as Philebus does. 
Plato’s lack of interest in cult and ritual is noted by Wilamowitz, I, 39, 

412-13. 

* See p. 165 below. 
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myth, and yet hesitate to attack Christianity as a whole 
because of much that he accepted in its teaching and because 
he might hope that what he considers unworthy might yet be 
supplanted within the framework of Christianity itself (or 
even of the Christian churches). In Greece, where there was 
no creed, no dogma and no priesthood in any real sense, this 
attitude was both easier and more probable. 

But there is more than that. When Plato makes the Olym¬ 
pian gods lead different groups of disembodied souls in the 
myth of the Phaedrus , when in the same dialogue he attaches 
the names of Apollo, Dionysus, the Muses, Eros and Aphrodite 
to different kinds of inspiration, he is not speaking of what he 
does not believe. Eros and Aphrodite do represent for him 
the love of truth and beauty which makes a man a lover of 
wisdom, a philosopher. They are real forces, real deities if you 
will, and Plato believed in them in that sense. If he refrained 
from any criticism of the Olympians themselves (as distinct 
from the stories told about them), it was probably because to 
him they stood for something very real, and because he thought 
them still capable of meaning the same to others. 

We will now turn to the dialogues to find what enlighten¬ 
ment they bring upon the nature of the Platonic gods. The 
earliest, those where the Forms have not put in any even 
uncertain appearance, represent what might be called the 
conventional stage of Plato’s use of gods. By this I do not, 
of course, refer to exclamations such as /id Ala , the use of which 
no more implies a belief in Zeus than the exclamation £ by 
god 5 implies a belief in God. Nor do I refer to introductory 
prayers whereby now and again Socrates calls upon gods to 
help him in argument, for such a formula could be used in all 
sincerity by any one with a sense of the power of such forces 
as the gods represent. 

By conventional I mean rather the use of the word Oeog and 
its plural to indicate whatever there be in nature beyond and 
above humanity ; that there were some kind of higher forces 
which worked for good was Plato’s belief from first to last. 
These, without analysis, are called god or gods at this stage 
and their existence is never doubted, hardly indeed questioned. 
To know oneself is the advice of Apollo, and Apollo is one of 
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the gods, without any further question or analysis. But it 
should be noted that at this stage Plato does not base his ethics 
on his theology. That the life of justice is the happier life, 
that it is better to be wronged than to do wrong, is proved in 
the Gorgias without reference to an after-life or indeed to any 
further reward in this life. Only when this is fully established 
does Plato go on to the myth of the day of judgement. The 
myth is not the main argument, it is only a story with a merely 
corroborative force for those who believe in immortality. In 
this myth the Olympians appear to represent the forces beyond, 
and it was surely natural that Plato should turn to them. As 
personifications of the divine they will do as well as any other, 
better for a Greek for whom no others could have the same 
appeal. So in the myth of the Protagoras we have Zeus as 
the creator of man. There is no theological argument, 
nothing but a certain bowdlerization of the Olympians, a 
process that antedates Plato by several centuries. But in the 
actual philosophical argument, the gods scarcely appear. 

The most suggestive of the short dialogues of this earlier 
period is, in this connexion, the Euthyphro , where we saw that 
the relation between the will of the gods and the supreme 
standard of right is introduced. This later becomes the rela¬ 
tion between the gods and the Forms that are, it would seem, 
just struggling to be born. It is made clear that Socrates 
does not accept the stories of quarrels among the gods, in spite 
of his feigned respect for Euthyphro’s professional opinion. 
Piety or right is also defined as service to the gods—a 
glimmering of a belief that will be developed later—but 
this is rejected, and we have some sharp criticism of the ritual¬ 
istic conception of piety which Socrates condemns as a com¬ 
mercial relationship that, as between gods and men, is 
absurd. 

The appearances of the gods in the Phaedo are also of inter¬ 
est. In the introductory part of the dialogue we are told that 
men have been placed upon this earth by the gods and must 
not desert their post; that a god looks after us as his posses¬ 
sions, that the philosopher will join the gods after death ; 
that we must try in this life to purify ourselves as far as pos¬ 
sible until a god deliver us by means of death. 1 Except for this 
1 Pkaedo, 62b , 63 c, 67a. 
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last statement the gods do not appear at all once the philo¬ 
sophical discussion has begun, and they have no part in the 
discussion of immortality until, the philosophical argument 
being at an end, Socrates proceeds to the myth. There the 
gods are our guides after death though they do not play a very 
prominent part. In other words the gods and the Forms do 
not appear together. 

Up to the Republic we may say that the gods are used in a 
general way to refer to the divine powers, without any argu¬ 
ment or analysis except to a small extent in the Euthyphro . 
When the Ideas are fully developed, we get the impression 
that they and the gods are never on the stage at the same 
time. They can hardly be said to be differentiated and they 
are certainly not identified ; they are just not mentioned 
together. Both are divine, of course, in the general sense of 
being above humanity. If we insist on finding a connexion 
between them we have to say that the gods appear to be the 
mythical representation of that eternal world which the Ideas 
describe in a different manner. 

But certainly the Ideas seem the more firmly established, 
though the gods have not yet surrendered their supremacy, 
or at least not confessed their surrender. In the Symposium 
love, which is desire for a perfection as yet unattained, can¬ 
not be a god, for a god is perfect ; it is only a spirit. In 
the Republic the gods still seem to be on a par with the Ideas, 
but here again no explanation is vouchsafed of their relation¬ 
ship. And it is interesting to note that in the whole of the 
Republic , before the myth of the tenth book, the gods enter the 
discussion only twice in any real sense, both times in the course 
of a discussion on art. As art itself is concerned with myths, 
we get a strong impression of the mythical character of the 
gods. The first mention is in the third book where the poets* 
tales about the gods are criticized and rejected. Certain 
characteristics of the divinity emerge (3796) : 

* The good is not the cause of all things, but only of those that are 
good, of evil it is blameless. 

—Definitely. 

—God then, since he is good, could not be the cause of all things 
as most people say he is. Of few things he is the cause for men, 
for most he is not responsible, since there are far more evil things 
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than good in our life. For the good no one else is to be held respon¬ 
sible; for evil we must seek other causes, not the god.’ 

Further, the god is perfection that cannot change, since it 
would be for the worse. The gods must not be described as 
changing their shape. 1 The god is truth and cannot lie or in¬ 
dulge in any kind of deceit. Nor do gods indulge in any 
excesses. 

The second mention of the gods is in the passage of the 
tenth book which puts the painter at two removes from the 
truth because he merely copies an actual bed, while the car¬ 
penter at least has the Form of bed in his mind, and this Form 
is the work of god . When we realize the otherwise mythical 
character of the gods in the Republic , how they are not men¬ 
tioned at all in the discussions of the theory of Forms, and 
further that the Forms were never created because they are 
eternal, it is easily realized that no importance is to be attached 
to this one appearance of the god as creator of Ideas, which 
would flagrantly contradict any account of their relationship 
that we find elsewhere. 2 Nor, at this stage, is it really unreason¬ 
able for Plato to speak in this way, for * god 5 and c gods 5 are 
still used to represent, as in the Phaedo , the whole of the supra- 
sensual world, and when the gods come before us in the myth 
the Ideas are before us no longer. The two refer to the same 
more than human world, but the Ideas are hard facts to Plato 
before which the gods are beginning to yield the first place. 

In the myth of Er itself we find no actual Olympians but the 
three Fates, Lachesis, Clotho and Atropos, and the goddess 
Necessity. No great importance is to be attached to this. 
Plato was not committed to any particular gods and the differ¬ 
ent divinities that appear were probably taken over from the 
same source as the myth he embellished. On the other hand 
he does not hesitate to anthropomorphize these goddesses fully. 
When it comes to the choice of their next life by the disem¬ 
bodied souls, he is at pains to emphasize once more that the 

1 This is not, of course, an attack on polytheism, for Plato, here as else¬ 
where, speaks of god or gods indifferently. It is simply a condemnation of 
stories of individual gods : Zeus as a bull or a swan, &c. 

2 That this is introduced by the words ‘ I suppose * (wg iy&fiai 597 b) 
should not be stressed as it is by Natorp (pp. 218 ff.) who interprets this 
passage as an ironic reply to those who would ask the question : Where do 
Ideas come from ? Bovet, p. 68, interprets as above. 
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choice is free and that the responsibility lies with the individual: 

‘ the fault lies with the chooser, god is not responsible ’ (617*). 
Indeed this point, that the gods are not responsible for evil, 
emphasized as it is both here and in the third book, is the main 
contribution made by the Republic to the conception of the 
gods. 

The myth of the Phaedrus is of special interest in this con¬ 
nexion. In Socrates’ hymn of praise Eros, it should be noted, 
is not a mere daimon or spirit as in the Symposium but ‘ may 
well be a god or divine spirit ’ (2420). This is not so much that 
Eros has been promoted as that the other gods have been 
demoted. For here the gods and the Ideas appear together 
and the gods are definitely put below the Ideas in the contem¬ 
plation of which they too find the happiness of their eternal 
life. Indeed a god is only divine because of his relationship 
with the Ideas. 1 The hint of the Euthyphro is taken up and 
developed. The gods are here the Olympians and none other. 
As in the Symposium , Plato is concerned not so much in vindi¬ 
cating the existence of the Forms as in bridging the gap between 
them and ourselves. In both dialogues he follows the emo¬ 
tional approach through love, and this is ultimately only 
another aspect of the more intellectual approach of the 
Republic , with a difference of emphasis. And as heaven is in 
the myth the abode of the gods, he places the Ideas in a ‘ place 
beyond heaven ( vnegovgaviog totzoq 247 c). Clearly this must 
not be interpreted in a literal spacial sense : 

‘ Those souls that are immortal, when they come to the summit of 
heaven, travelling outside it they stand upon its rim, and as they 
stand its revolution carries them round and so they contemplate the 
things that are outside heaven. But of this place beyond heaven 
no one of our earthly poets has yet sung in a manner worthy. . . 

It is no accident that in the Phaedrus also Plato says some things 
about the soul 2 which he has not said before, for it is by means 

1 At least this is implied in 249c : ngdg olcmeg Oedg <bv $ec6g £<mv, even if 
the words refer in the first place to the soul of the philosopher. Robin 
(Amour, p. 51) wants to take it as a general statement that whatever is divine 
is so in relation to the Ideas, but that is not an accurate translation. With 
this * place beyond heaven ’ we should compare inixeiva xrjg ovalag in 
Rep., 509 b. ; see also Brochard, p. 97. 

* See p. 139. 
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of soul, divine and human, that he henceforth endeavours to 
bridge the abyss between the eternal realities and the physical 
world. Both gods and men have the capacity to apprehend 
the Forms in common but the gods, immortal and perfect 
beings as they are far beyond our mortality and imperfection, 
have a clear and constant view whereas the confusion and earthi¬ 
ness of our human souls do not allow us more than an occa¬ 
sional glimpse. So the gods have come down one step, as it 
were to help us, and they lead the choirs of disembodied souls 
that seek to contemplate the truth. As if to emphasize again 
this kinship between the human and the divine Socrates adds 
the detail that man’s character depends upon which of the 
gods he has followed on high (252c). Where this subject is 
treated again we shall see gods and men, the best in men that 
is, get closer and closer until they all but coalesce in the Laws . 

The Parmenides and the Theaetetus add but little to our know¬ 
ledge of the gods. The Sophist , on the other hand, puts before 
us very clearly the question of their relation to the Ideas, 
which had only been touched upon in the Phaedrus. The 
problem is two-fold : there is the difficulty of any relation 
between the Ideal and the physical and also that of the relation 
between the Ideas themselves. With the second we are not 
here concerned, but both must have led Plato to be dissatisfied 
with his earlier versions of the Ideal world as composed exclu¬ 
sively of separate unassociated Ideas; and he has to face the 
necessity of including some active principle in the world of 
reality for, since activity can only originate in a self-moving 
soul, soul must also have its place as an integral part of the 
realm of true existence (iv navre^wg 8 vn) y l These eternal 
souls will appear later as the gods and the soul of the world 
(they are the same), but the gods are not mentioned here 
where we have little more than a formulation of the problem. 
Thus, by insisting on the necessity of including movement and 
soul in the ‘ real ’ Plato is opening the gate by which the gods 
will enter his dialectical discussions and become an integral 
part of his philosophical system. He says (248*) : 

‘ By Heaven, can we be ready to believe that the absolutely real 
has no share in movement, life, soul or wisdom ? That it does not 

1 For a discussion of this passage see pp. 40 ff., and Appendix II. 
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live or think, but in solemn holiness, unpossessed of mind, stands 
entirely at rest ? 

—That would be a dreadful thing to admit. 

And he goes on to include both rest and motion in the com¬ 
pletely existent. In other words, Plato recognizes that the 
immovable Ideas are not the only inhabitants of the supra- 
sensuous world. 

We made a distinction at the beginning of our discussion 
between two aspects of what we call God : the supreme reality 
and the creator; so that the Ideas correspond only to the 
first. This, I believe, remained true to the last. But Plato 
now realized that he must make a place, not only in his 
myths but in sober philosophy, for the dynamic as also real. 
And we are now prepared for a modus vivendi to be reached 
between the Ideas and the gods who have hitherto (with the 
exception of the Phaedrus myth) so successfully ignored each 
other. From now on we shall not be surprised to find the 
gods and the Ideas appearing together as they do in the 
Timaeus. 

The Timaeus is a creation myth. There we find the * divine 
craftsman ’, the demiurge, who makes the lower gods, the 
soul of the universe and the immortal part of the human soul. 
The lower gods in turn make all that is physical, and therefore 
mortal, in the universe. Whether this is to be taken literally 
so that we have a creating god, or whether Plato is only putting 
into cosmological form an analysis of the different factors and 
forces at work in the world as it is (thus adopting a time- 
sequence merely as a convenient literary device) is a question 
on which there has been a good deal of debate from early 
times. The latter is probably the case 1 for there is no proper 
chronological order. The making of the soul, for example, 
comes after a general account of the elements though they 
explicitly presuppose it. The probable significance of the 
whole scheme is to emphasize that the phenomenal world can¬ 
not exist without realities of a different order and is utterly 

1 See Taylor’s Commentary, pp. 67-70. As he says, the tradition of the 
Academy was that the time-sequence was not meant literally, and this was 
accepted by most Platonists up to and including Proclus (a.d. 500). The 
main exceptions are Aristotle and Plutarch. See also Ritter, II, 415 if. 
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dependent upon these. The creator in that case is not to be 
taken literally, but as symbolizing the source and origin of 
all life, now and always. 

But however that may be, it is important for us to note that 
even within the myth itself the demiurge or god is in no way 
the maker of the Ideas. Here, as often before, we have two 
kinds of reality, the one the object of knowledge, the other the 
objects of perception and belief (280) : 

‘ Everything that comes to be is necessarily due to some (moving) 
cause. Nothing can come to be without a cause. When the maker 
of anything has in view a model that is unchangeable and thus 
fashions the form (idia) and function of it, then the result must 
necessarily be well achieved. But when the model is something that 
becomes, the result is not beautiful.’ 

And Plato then argues that since the phenomenal world (the 
world of becoming) is beautiful and its maker good it must 
have been fashioned after an eternal model. It must have a 
moving cause, 1 and this cause is its maker. Maker or Crafts¬ 
man (drjjLuovgyog) is the name by which the supreme god is 
referred to throughout. This maker must have an eternal 
and ever-same pattern before him at the time of creation, and 
this pattern are the Forms. So that within the myth itself, 
even if we take the time-sequence literally, the Ideas are prior 
to god and exist before him. Their existence is independent 
of his. 

From this passage also Plato’s teleological outlook emerges 
very clearly (290) : 

* If this world is beautiful and its maker good, then clearly he had 
an eternal model before him. But if—but this it would be im¬ 
pious even to mention (ov Oifue )—a passing model. It is clear 
to all that the world was made after an eternal model.’ 

He does not argue about it. The world is beautiful and its 
maker good. That is the starting-point. We then have a 
further description of the nature and functions of the Crafts¬ 
man (290) : 

‘ He was good, and, as the good is ever free from malice, he wished 

1 Brochard (Etudes, p. 57) rightly compares the moving cause of the 
Philebus , see Appendix IV. 
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all things to be as like unto himself as possible. This, the wise tell 
us, was the first principle that ruled creation. And we are right to 
believe them in this. The god then wanted all things to be good 
and nothing to be inferior, as far as was possible. So he took over 
the visible existent which was not immobile but in chaotic and 
discordant motion and reduced its disorder to order, thinking this 
to be altogether the better state. It is not right, and never was, 
that the best should make anything but what is most beautiful. On 
reflection he found then that of things by nature visible nothing 
which has not understanding ( vovg ) can, all in all, be more beautiful 
than that which is endowed with it, and that further, mind cannot 
exist in anything without soul. This led him to put mind in soul, 
soul in body, welding the whole together that his work might be the 
most naturally beautiful and good. So, following the most prob¬ 
able tale, we must say that the world (xoo/Liog) is a creature truly 
endowed with soul and understanding because of the god’s fore¬ 
sight.’ 

In this Plato remains true to the old Greek principle that 
nothing can be created out of nothing and, within the myth 
itself, his Maker is not a creator in the strict sense. Above and 
beyond him are the eternal Forms, a pattern to which by the 
very nature of his being he must needs conform. At the other 
end of the scale of existence there is something, the visible 
(one cannot call it matter since Plato reduces it to something 
which we can only picture as unco-ordinated movements in 
space, a kind of indefinite potentiality) and the god’s function 
is to bring order into this chaos, to replace undirected and 
erratic vibration by the rhythm and regularity which is life. 
This he can do only by endowing the universe with soul as the 
one reality which has the power to initiate movement and 
activity. 

Since the god thus makes the universe into as perfect an 
approximation as possible to the model which he has before 
him, and there can be only one such model, there can be only 
one universe. If he made another, it would either be inferior, 
in which case he would not wish to make it, or similar, and 
then it would still be less like the model in that it would not 
be unique (31 a~b, cp. 55*/). 

We are not here concerned with the details of creation, the 
work of the god and the inferior gods ; neither with the fash¬ 
ioning of matter from the elements nor with the later reduction 
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of those elements to combinations of geometrical patterns in 
space. The making of the soul, cosmic and human, we have 
discussed elsewhere. Throughout the god is represented as 
doing the best possible, and the use he makes of the regular 
solids in the construction both of elements and the world as a 
whole proves him to be a very competent mathematician. 
The motion of the world is spherical rotation ; this to Plato 
was the most perfect type of motion because it combines 
movement and stability, it involves no change of place 
(33<?-4°tf). The world-soul which partakes of mind and 
harmony is spread throughout the whole in a series of circles 
which correspond to the orbit of the sun, moon and planet 
according to the astronomical knowledge of the time (35^ ff). 
It is these revolutions, together with the light of the sun, that 
make possible for men the conception of time, ‘ the moving 
image of eternity * (37 d)> and enable mortals to acquire the 
science of numbers and to reach understanding of the principles 
that govern the world. 

More immediately relevant is the fact that the Maker is 
referred to as mind (vovg). And now we must turn to the other 
divine inhabitants of the universe. The fixed stars are divine 
creatures endowed with mind and soul, so is the earth— 
< the guardian and maker of night and day, the eldest of the 
gods that have come to be in the universe 5 —and the planets. 
Then, with startling suddenness, the Olympians are introduced 
in a passage that is obviously ironical (40*/) : 

‘ To narrate and understand the birth of the other divinities is 
beyond our power. We must believe those who have spoken of 
these things before us, for, as they said, they were descendants of 
the gods and clearly knew their own ancestors. It is impossible 
not to believe those who are the children of the gods, even though 
they speak without probability or compelling proof. As they are 
speaking of their own, we must obey the law and believe them. 1 

And that applies to the whole Pantheon. The function of 
these secondary divinities is explained to them by the maker 
himself (410) : What he himself has made no one but he can 
undo. What is well made he will not wish to destroy. An 
example of this is the secondary gods themselves. They are 
not eternal as he is, but they are everlasting at his pleasure. 
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But mortal creatures have to be made or the world will be an 
imperfect copy, and if he made them himself they would be 
everlasting like the gods. To make what is mortal is therefore 
the duty of the secondary gods, and they too must do the best 
they can. Only one thing he will make himself, the immortal 
part of the soul of living creatures. 

So from what remains of the constituents of the world-soul 
he blends a second and a third, necessarily less pure, mixture 
which are those souls. They are as numerous as the stars 
and the god explains to them the laws of their being : They 
will be fashioned into mortal bodies; they will all have the 
same opportunities at the first birth (at the first incarnation all 
will apparently be men !) and if they live a good life they will 
return to their star seemingly for ever ; otherwise in their next 
life they will be women, then animals, and sink or rise accord¬ 
ing to the way they live. He then hands them over to the 
minor gods who set to work to make the body and the mortal 
parts of the soul by means of which the immortal part is bound 
to the body during life. Here again Plato is at pains to empha¬ 
size that the god is blameless of evil. That the second and 
third mixture was less pure is presumably an inevitable result 
of the material at his disposal. That men are mortal at all is 
presumably due to the same cause, though the Idea of mor¬ 
tality must be present in the model. This non-responsibility 
of god for evil, the old dilemma of the omnipotence of god and 
man’s independence, freewill, and moral responsibility, implies 
many difficulties. One cannot claim that Plato solved them. 
But the essential point is surely his profound conviction, 
mythically expressed, that men have only themselves to blame 
(whether individually or collectively) for their own vices and 
the evils of the world. 

We may now approach with a little more confidence the 
difficult question of the meaning and place of the demiurge 
in the scale of existence. As different grades of reality we 
have : the model or Ideas, the Maker, the soul of the universe, 
the other gods, human souls (to whom may be added other 
living creatures, animals at least, since they are, in the story, 
only degenerated men), and finally the receptacle or matrix 
endowed with erratic motion of its own, within which and by 
means of which the physical world is somehow constructed. 
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That the eternal model is the supreme reality, the highest 
point in the ladder of existence, is obvious. It is the sum- 
total of all the Forms which, conceived as a whole, are this 
model, so that the Ideal pattern contains within itself the Forms 
of all that is. Hence, though it does not move or change, and 
therefore does not, strictly speaking, live, it must contain also 
the Form or formula which defines such life and may without 
straining the meaning of the word too far be called a £<j>ov, a 
creature endowed with life. This name was perhaps the more 
easily given to it by Plato because the Greek word Cq>ov could 
also be applied to any figure in painting or tapestry, even 
when they did not represent living creatures at all. So that 
the word is applied both to the physical world which is a 
living creature in the full sense and also to the eternal pattern 
which is, as it were, a picture of it. In any case, the separa¬ 
tion of the two is only logical since the model is not conceived 
as having any separate spacial existence. The question also 
arises how far there are meant to be, in any but a strictly 
logical sense, Platonic Forms or Ideas of such abstractions as 
life and death. It is an obscure problem ; Plato did not 
attempt a solution (he never really separated the logical from 
the metaphysical aspect of his Ideas), nor indeed is one pos¬ 
sible. But it seems certain that he did not think of the Ideas 
as endowed with any movement or activity beyond the passive 
capacity of being the objects of knowledge. Activity is 
restricted to the knowing subject, the soul. 1 

It is important to grasp this, the essential difference be¬ 
tween the Forms and whatever partakes of them. Men die, 
but the Idea of death, the meaning of death, never dies and 
never changes. So the intelligible Cwor, the model of the 
Timaeus, is conceived as containing within itself the meanings, 
the Myog, of all the things and creatures of the earth as a 
picture or pattern which the divine intelligence of the Maker 
* sees 5 and understands, and then tries to realize in the material 
universe. It is not a picture in two dimensions, nor indeed in 
any dimension since it is not in space at all. It cannot live, 
move or change, but eternally is and is eternally the same, 
independently of the physical world and independently of the 
god himself. 


1 See Appendices II and IV. 
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For if the Forms remain thus absolutely objective they must 
remain also prior to the god, though not in time. This is 
obscured by those who consider the gods as a mere mytho¬ 
logical equivalent to the Ideas. 1 That was true in the earlier 
dialogues, including the Republic , but we have seen the gulf 
between the gods and the Ideas widen ever since they were 
first mentioned together in the Phaedrus. The Ideas and the 
gods represent two quite different principles of the super- 
sensuous world, the ultimate reality and the first cause of 
motion, which Plato kept distinct by continually reasserting 
the priority of the first. And those who would look upon the 
Ideas as the thoughts of God are guilty of the same confusion. 2 

It is true that the god (the article should not be omitted) 
thinks the Ideas, apprehends them as our minds also appre¬ 
hend them, but more perfectly. Being soul, the god is more 
akin to us, or the best part in us, than he is to the Ideas. 
When a carpenter makes a bed he has before his mind the 
Idea of bed, an objective reality which exists not only in his 
mind ; so the creator of the world has before him the complete 
pattern of Ideas, and in the same way. Plato definitely 
refuses to regard the Ideas as concepts in the Parmenides . 
Nowhere does he say anything that would justify us in regard¬ 
ing them as concepts of the divine mind. As was said of the 
right in the Euthyphro , so here we must realize that the god 
thinks the Ideas because they exist, they do not exist because 
he thinks them. The distinction is important : the funda¬ 
mental values and laws in accordance with which the world is 
made and governed are ultimate and absolute ; they are not 
at the mercy of any personal will, be it the will of the god or 
gods. Whatever men believed about the gods, the Ideas 
would remain unaffected by their religious beliefs. 

It follows that any explanation of the Ideas as emanations 
from God is also quite unplatonic. Nor can any Idea be god, 
the supreme Idea of beauty or of truth is not a god, and it is a 

1 Wilamowitz, I, 589, 603 ff. 

■ e.g. Lutoslawski, p. 477 ; Ritter, II, 280 ff. and 749 ff., The Essence 
374; Bovet, 160; Mugnier, 134 £T. ; Robin, Physique , 73. Di£s (II, 
550 ff.) takes the Ideas as the objective and the god as the subjective aspect 
of the same reality and thus seems to identify them though he later insists 
on the priority of the subject. My view is in the main that of Brochard, 
Etudes, 57 and 96 ff. 
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mistake to identify the two, 1 a mistake which Plato never made, 
for he never called his Ideas Oeol even in the Republic or the 
Symposium , at a time when he had not yet worked out the rela¬ 
tion between the two. 2 

Who then is this mysterious creator ? How does he fit in 
the general Platonic scheme, or even in this very dialogue ? 
We have seen that the time-sequence of creation must be taken 
as a myth, a convenient literary artifice to facilitate analysis, 
for the world has always existed; that if the creation is inter¬ 
preted literally it leads to several absurdities. If there was no 
creation, what becomes of the creator ? As a creator he has no 
claim to existence at all, as would be more readily admitted if 
Christian commentators were not so eager to read their own 
conceptions of the divine into Plato. Taken literally, he is a 
mere stage device. Poetically and mythically, however, he is 
the personification of the active principle of movement and 
causation, of the love of good which belongs to all the gods, as 
to all good souls. It is natural therefore that once the other 
gods have been created by him the distinction between them 
and their c maker and father 5 is apt to become dim. The 
divine nature as a whole is said to possess perfect wisdom 
( vovg ), which man has only to a small degree (510) ; the power 
to understand, as man cannot, the passage from unity to 
plurality and vice versa (53*/). Not only a god, but even the 
god, in the singular, is spoken of as doing work which should 
obviously belong to the secondary deities ; 3 plural and singular 
are used in the same sentence (92 a). Only once, when the 
general purpose of the universe and the primary function of the 
divine are reaffirmed ( 68 e~ 6 gc) do we again meet the supreme 
god in his proper function as he who of set purpose brings order 
where no order was before. And even that passage seems 
rather to summarize the method of work of the divine as a 
whole (to Qeiov , 68*), for surely the minor gods also must be 
associated with him as the cause of all that is good. We are 
told that ‘ he himself makes all that is good in all things that 
become 5 but what becomes or at least that which also passes 
away they alone, and not he, should make at all. 

The two kinds of divine nature then seem to come very close 

1 Zeller, II, 718, where see references. 2 See p. 152 n. 2. 

8 See 46 c-e ; 44* ; 73 b ; 75 d ; 78 b ; 8cx/; and 6 xr]Q 07 iki<nJi<; in 74c. 
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together as the tale proceeds and to all but coalesce. The 
secondary gods are pure soul; the demiurge himself must also 
be soul, since he has, or rather is, wisdom, and wisdom as we 
have been repeatedly told (30 b ; cp. Sophist, 249) cannot exist 
without soul. And here we see quite clearly into what absur¬ 
dities we are led if we press too far and take too literally the 
details of the myth. The god must be soul as the other gods 
are, yet it is he who is the creator of all soul—which is absurd. 
It is characteristic of Plato to express the divine principle as 
both a unity and a plurality, for he was a Greek and a pagan 
for all that later interpreters seek to impose monotheism upon 
him and insist in looking in his work for traces of their own 
supposedly higher religious conceptions, instead of explaining 
him in terms of his own. 

As for the relation between the gods, the soul of the world and 
the human souls, there is but little to say if we would avoid 
pointless subtleties. The gods are very definitely part of the 
world-soul and indeed, together with the eternal in human 
souls, are that soul for they are, considered individually, the 
different foci of the soul-force which, considered as a whole, 
is the soul of the universe. And we may therefore, in view of 
what has been said before, identify this world-soul in turn 
with the demiurge who is mythically represented as creating 
it. And if it be asked why then Plato did not start with the 
world-soul as such, it must be because he wanted to give an 
analysis of its different aspects or components, an analysis 
which is of some importance psychologically, and this could 
only be done within the cosmological framework by describing 
the process of its creation. Then the exigencies of the scheme 
required a moving cause to account for it, and this cause or 
maker had to come into the picture. 

Below all these active souls in the scale of reality is that which 
makes their activity possible in the physical world, the recep¬ 
tacle, room or matrix, the ixfiayetov. This is not the place 
to enter into the difficult question of the nature of this recep¬ 
tacle. Suffice it to say that it is conceived as pure potentiality 
devoid of form and that Plato seems to have thought of it 
rather as he pictured the more-and-less of the Philebus , 1 namely 
as an indeterminate background for qualities rather than for 
1 See Brochard, p. 106. 
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matter. It has, as we saw, a kind of unco-ordinated movement 
of its own which is probably to be identified with the resistance 
that prevents the Ideas from being perfectly realized and the 
world from being perfect. But whatever it is, it is not matter. 
It is rather a fusion between sheer space and the indeterminate 
qualitatively considered. 

We are thus left with the Ideas, an eternal and unchangeable 
pattern of all the meanings of the world, which reminds us 
once more of the Socratic definitions. Then the gods, perfect 
souls working for the good, which together with the same love 
of good in the souls of men make up the world-soul in its 
totality, while this love of good, considered abstractly and 
allied to wisdom which it everywhere aims at, is the cause of 
life, the maker or demiurge. And below them all the mysteri¬ 
ous matrix within which the gods and the divine in men strive 
to realize a physical representation of the supreme Ideas. 
That men and gods thus have a common aim naturally leads 
to the idea of co-operation between them, a conception 
elaborated in the Laws. 

For with religion as with so many things, it is in the Laws 
that we must look for the fullest discussion and for Plato’s last 
word on the subject. It should be noted that this is the first 
time that the gods appear in a dialectical and not a mythical 
discussion. Not that any very great interest in ritual is evinced 
even here. Men should worship the gods in accordance with 
their city’s laws [xaxd v 6 piovs, 885c), as Apollo said they should, 
for this will prevent all kinds of impious deeds. Plato never 
attached much importance to the manner of worship ; what 
he desired was worship, and worship of the right things. 
Hence it is with the fundamental assumptions of the impious 
that he is led to deal at some length, and these can be of three 
kinds : either men do not believe in the gods at all; or they 
believe that the gods exist but take no thought for the affairs 
of men ; or finally they think that the gods can easily be 
placated by prayer and sacrifice. 1 Each of these errors he tries 
to refute in turn, special attention being paid to the first. 

The Spartan does not think it will be difficult to prove the 
existence of the gods ; are not the order of the world and the 
1 Cp. Rep-, 365^-*. 
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prevalence of belief in gods a sufficient proof? But the 
Athenian points out that we have to deal not with men whose 
atheism is merely an excuse for depravity, but with a long line 
of scientists and writers ancient and modern. Do they not 
say that the sun, the earth, the moon and the stars are no more 
than earth and stone ? 

Those who will not believe the tales they have learned at 
their mother’s knee Plato attacks (887^) with a violence that 
seems strange in one who disbelieved so many of those stories 
himself, until one realizes that there is an undercurrent of 
irony about the details of this passage, as is but natural from a 
cultured Athenian towards the much less cultured Dorians. 
This however in no way militates against the seriousness of the 
main contention that the gods exist because every one believes 
in them, an argument repeated once more in an appeal to 
the young unbeliever to suspend his judgement till later, for 
of those who disbelieved in youth none has kept this disbelief 
in old age, though the other fallacies may remain. All this is 
no serious argument, and we soon turn to a full discussion of 
the unbelief of scientists and philosophers, and of their account 
of the world. 

They say that things come to be either by nature, chance, 
or purpose (t ^x v Tj)- Nature and chance to them both imply 
the absence of a directing mind, so that purpose can only exist 
in human affairs and therefore arose definitely later in time. 
On this assumption the world has come to be mechanically 
through the accidental mixture of the elements. To purpose 
and mind, they say, can be due only such things as men have 
made : arts of various kinds, laws and constitutions, all of 
which are only conventions without warrant in nature itself. 
So also they maintain the gods have been made by man in his 
own image and are purely a convention. This discussion of 
the atheistic position takes us back once more to the double 
standard, the natural and the conventional, the difference 
between which had been such a favourite topic of discussion 
among the sophists. This c natural ’ philosophy, by destroying 
any justification in nature for man’s ethical ideals, led to the 
life of the mighty rascal so vividly depicted by Callicles in the 
Gorgias . 1 

1 See pp. 53 ff. 
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To this position (890) Plato addresses himself after insisting 
at some length upon the need for persuasion rather than direct 
command to believe. His main argument rests upon the previ¬ 
ously established theory that the soul is the only thing that can 
initiate its own movement, so that all motion must ultimately 
derive from it. This being so, soul must be prior to body 
everywhere and comes first also in the world as a whole ; it 
cannot be made out of the elements (892-896). These indeed 
cannot exist unless soul does, for all bodily movement is due 
to external force, as body cannot initiate movement. Since the 
universe is orderly, the soul which rules the world is one that 
is endowed with wisdom (897-8). It is clear that Plato here 
envisages a number of these ruling souls. The soul of the sun, 
which he then mentions, is only one example : it is endowed 
with mind, it moves with a spherical motion, which, as the most 
regular, is the typical movement of the mind always. So that 
it is the soul of the sun, whether it reside within or outside 
the physical body we see in the heavens, which is responsible 
for the sun’s movement and so is a god. The same is true of 
the moon and the stars. The unbeliever must either disprove 
the premise that the soul is the origin of all motion or else 
accept the conclusion which follows from it, that the gods 
exist. 

The second error, that the gods do not care for humanity, is 
more easily disposed of. It is sometimes due to a realization 
of the great amount of evil in the world allied to a conviction 
of the goodness and perfection of the gods, so that a man feels 
loth to hold them responsible for it. And rightly so. But it 
should be easy to prove that the gods care for the small as well 
as the big. We know they are good, that they cannot have 
any evil in their composition and thus cannot be lazy or care¬ 
less ; since they know all they know that the part, however 
small, is important to the whole. Further, man and every 
creature endowed with soul is the possession of the gods as is 
the whole of heaven. They must therefore care for him as a 
doctor or any other craftsman will care for the detail as well 
as the whole. The gods cannot surely be worse than they. 
Every part exists as part of a whole and its function is in rela¬ 
tion to that whole even if we, who cannot see the whole, do 
not always understand it (9036) : 
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‘ Let us persuade the youth that he whose care is for the whole has 
arranged everything for its preservation and excellence so that every 
part does and endures what is suitable as far as it is able. Governors 
have been assigned to them unto their smallest deed or affliction, 
achieving the ultimate aim unto the smallest fraction. And one of 
these parts are you, reckless man, and small though that part is it 
tends towards the whole it has in view. But you do not see that 
everything comes to be to realize this aim so that the nature of the 
whole may live happily. Not for your sake does it come to be, 
but you for the sake of the whole. For so every doctor, every 
skilful craftsman makes all for the sake of the whole, not the whole 
for the part. But you are angry because you do not know how best 
you will agree with the whole and with yourself according to the 
force of common creation. And because a soul joined with a body 
suffers all kinds of changes now this way and now that, either on its 
own or through contact with another, the Draughts-Player’s work is 
only to move a character that has become better to a better place, 
a worse to a worse place, each according to his deserts so that he 
may have a suitable fate.’ 

He then further elaborates this picture : the world, itself a 
compound of body and soul, is everlasting though not eternal, 
it moves the pieces of the game which are ourselves up or down 
according to our way of life. And every individual soul is thus 
responsible for its own little province. Thus the vigilance of 
the gods is vindicated and man must bear the responsibility 
for his own life (905 d). 

It follows from this that the gods cannot be tempted from 
the path of justice by prayer and sacrificial offerings (905*) : 

4 One might also compare the gods to doctors who watch over the 
war of diseases in the body, or to farmers who fearfully expect the 
usual difficult weather for their crops, or to cattle-herds. 

We have agreed that the world is full of many good things, full 
also of many things that are not good, and that the latter are 
more numerous. This makes for an eternal struggle, one that 
needs marvellous watchfulness. In this fight the gods and spirits 
are our allies while we are their property. We are destroyed by 
injustice and excess and folly, saved by justice, moderation and 
knowledge, all of which latter dwell in the living power of the gods. 
To some extent, clearly, they are also found among ourselves. But 
some souls that inhabit the earth are of evil character and bestial. 
Coming in contact with other souls (whether of watchdogs or shep- 
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herds or mighty masters) they persuade them by flattery and the 
charm of attractive wishes that they may give way to excess upon 
earth without suffering for it. And this error that we are now 
mentioning, excess, is in the body called disease, in the cycle of the 
seasons it is pestilence, whereas in cities and governments it is called 
—as the name implies—injustice.’ 

Clearly such gods as these cannot be bribed by prayer and 
sacrifice, for they cannot be worse than honest men. 1 

The Athenian then proceeds to describe the type of punish¬ 
ment suitable for these three kinds of impiety ; and even 
though he makes a difference between the unbeliever of good, 
and the one of bad, character, the penalties of imprisonment 
and death which he contemplates seem to us terribly severe, and 
call to mind the horrors of the Inquisition. But it is impor¬ 
tant to remember that Plato had no experience of a persecuting 
religion, and could not foresee the abuses to which such a 
system is open. 

How much does Plato require from his citizens in the way of 
belief? They must believe that gods exist, that they care for 
humanity, that they cannot be bribed by prayer and sacrifice. 
These gods must be worshipped in accordance with the laws, 
which means that all citizens must take part in the public 
religious festivals dedicated to certain not very clearly defined 
powers that are on our side in the fight against evil. Private 
rites are forbidden. Further than this Plato does not go ; there 
is nothing more in the way of dogma, no creed to which the 
citizen is expected to subscribe, no sign that these gods will 
interfere at every turn through their appointed priests with the 
ways of life of the ordinary man, no definite way of approach 
or of prayer is specified. The ‘ atheist/ then, is the man who 
does not believe that there is any order or purpose in the uni¬ 
verse, no powers outside man and greater than man that make 
for good ; or the man who may say he believes in gods but 
that they are not concerned with humanity, which really 
comes to the same thing : that man can find no help outside 
himself; or again the man, and this Plato considers the worst 
of the three, who believes the justice of the gods can be inter¬ 
fered with by human prayer. Of this third form of disbelief 


1 Cp. Rep., 364c-*. 
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the orthodox religion was, of course, always guilty. Granted 
these three points, however, the individual is left free. 

There is a tendency in the Laws which also appears in the 
Timaeus and reaches its highest point in the Epinomis , namely 
the identification of the gods with the souls of the sun, the 
moon, the planets and other heavenly bodies. This should be 
taken quite literally. It is a natural consequence (the law of 
gravitation being, of course, unknown) of Plato’s belief that 
only soul could originate motion. For then a soul, whether 
immanent or not, must be responsible for the motions of such 
bodies as moved along a regular path in the sky. We know 
that astronomical researches flourished in the Academy and 
that one of the problems which Plato set to his students was 
to account mathematically for the apparent irregularities of 
the planets. If, as is thought, the problem was solved at the 
time the Epinomis was written and the planets had been proved 
to move in accordance with mathematical laws after all, there 
must be minds that control such motions (or so it would appear) 
and the enthusiastic identification of the gods with the differ¬ 
ent planets which we find in that dialogue, whether written by 
Plato or not, would seem to follow naturally from Platonic 
premises. This is not proposing a new religion instead of the 
old 1 but rather is it putting new life and new meaning into 
an ancient formula, the formula being quite Olympian. 

As we look back over Plato’s works as a whole we find that 
his belief in an order and a purpose in the universe is the same 
throughout but that the meaning of his gods deepens and 
develops from one period of his life to the other. The keynote 
is already struck in the Euthyphro where the absolute unchanging 
reality of moral values, not subject to any personal will, is 
definitely established. These values and other realities later 
become the Ideas, and they remain prior to the gods and ulti¬ 
mate to the end. 

The words god and gods— dedg, Oeol —are used from the 
earliest works up to and including the Republic and in many 
later passages where the nature of the gods is not the subject 

1 Harward, pp. 19 ff. For the genuineness of the dialogue see pp. 27-58, 
and Taylor, Plato and the Authorship of the Epinomis. 
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of the discussion, in what I have called the conventional sense, 
to indicate anything eternal and more than human and the 
sum-total of such things ; and this is also true of the myths of 
this period. Of these passages it is true to say that the gods 
are the mythical representation of the Ideas in so far as the two 
never appear together while both seem to describe in turn 
the whole of the supra-sensuous world. 

It is when the gods and the Ideas have appeared together 
in the myth of the Phaedrus that the static and the dynamic 
aspects of the divine are clearly differentiated and the gods are 
definitely restricted to the second. The urgent problem now 
was to work out the relation between the two, which is part 
of the larger problem of the relation between the Ideas and the 
world of sense. The germ of the solution was present from the 
first, for great emphasis is laid on vovg or mind in the Phaedo 
itself. Intellect is a function of the soul, human or divine, 
and so the gods become explicitly souls, and thereby a definite 
kinship is established between them and mortals. We find the 
same problem in the Sophist where Plato insists that somehow 
mind and soul must be part of the absolutely real. The soul 
apprehends the Ideas and the soul is the originator of movement 
and life as the only thing which can move itself and thereby 
lead to movement (activity) in the world. 

Even though there was never a time when the world was not, 
the creation-myth of the Timaeus is a convenient way of explain¬ 
ing the relative priority and importance of the different forces 
at work in the world. The creator as a creator is pure myth, 
but he represents soul in its perfect state (intellect and the 
power to move), a force at work in the world through a multi¬ 
plicity of souls human and divine, and upon which everything 
depends. 

Hence it is not surprising that Plato speaks at times in 
imagery which is very similar to that of Christian writers : 
he too can speak of the gods as helping us, of the god as the 
king, the Father and the Maker of the world. But the simi¬ 
larity is very superficial and we should beware of making false 
identifications. 1 For example, when the demiurge is called 
the Father, he is so only as the cause and origin of things, the 
creator. He is nowhere a father in the sense of one who loves 
1 Ritter, II, 771 ff is guilty of many such hasty identifications. 

12 
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his children. We love the gods, or rather the Ideas which the 
gods love also. But the gods do not love us. Eros, in Plato, 
looks ever upwards and the love of god can only be the love 
we feel for him (or them). But though the gods cannot love 
us they can help and direct us 1 and we in turn can draw 
strength from the knowledge that we are at one with the 
purpose of the universe and that powers greater than ourselves 
are also striving to realize the good. 

Nor is Plato ever fully monotheistic, even if he shows a strong 
tendency in that direction now and again. As the world to 
him must have a purpose, that purpose must be one. But it 
always works through a plurality of divine souls. Just as his 
ultimate reality in the domain of logic is both a unity and a 
plurality in the Sophist , so his divinity is and remains god and 
yet gods at the same time, and he continues to use the singular 
and the plural with an indifference which seems to us, accus¬ 
tomed as we are to regard monotheism as the higher religious 
conception, thoroughly perverse. 

There was never, for Plato, any antagonism between his 
religion and his philosophy though at first they may be said 
to have ignored each other. The only beliefs he insists on are 
those he thought he had dialectically established : that there 
is order and purpose in the universe, that the divine forces 
are at work through the whole world and its every part, and 
that the universal purpose is inexorable. 

1 So the philosopher loves only what is higher than himself. If he must 
return into the cave to help those who are still in darkness, it is only as a 
duty. He himself would be happier if he remained on the plane of con¬ 
templation {Rep., 519C-521 b ). He is never actuated by love for those below 
him. His only urge to help others is due to his love of the good and his 
desire to realize it. Here Plato’s desire to make his philosopher independent 
of the world leads him to an undue avoidance of anything that might make 
his happiness depend on the success of his dealings with it. This was pro¬ 
bably due to Plato’s own revulsion from political life (see pp. 259 ff.). 
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I. The Arts 

When Plato opened the Academy and claimed that philosophy 
alone could lead men to acquire that wisdom upon which the 
goodness both of the state and of the individual soul was ulti¬ 
mately based, he was offering himself as a teacher of goodness. 
Before him ther e were two classes of men that were so recog¬ 
nized : the poets and the sophists. 1 The latter loudly pro¬ 
claimed their capacity in this direction, but to expose these 
claims, which were by no means universally admitted, was a 
comparatively easy matter and one which caused Plato him¬ 
self no heart-burnings and no perplexity. The case of the 
poets was different. It was not so much that they themselves 
claimed to be teachers of wisdom, as that they had for centuries 
moulded the religious beliefs of Greece and that men still 
turned to them for guidance and support as to the arbiters of 
conduct and of truth. It was therefore inevitable that Plato 
should deal repeatedly with poetry, and nearly always in con¬ 
nexion with education. This does not mean that the philo¬ 
sopher’s motives were selfish or his attitude warped by pre¬ 
judice. Himself a great artist as well as a philosopher, art 
was naturally a subject very dear to him, and it is in his own 
mind, we may well believe, that the quarrel between art and 
philosophy had to be fought out in the first instance. The 
philosopher won the day, and was eager to justify his victory 
to the artist and the world. We shall see how far he was suc¬ 
cessful. Meantime it is essential to remember, especially when 
Plato’s theory of art will seem at times to narrow down to a 
discussion of poetry, that the word noirjrrjs means ‘ maker ’ 
and was currently used to include every kind of creative artist, 

1 On this point of view see Wilamowitz, I, 478, and Finsler, aao. 
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and indeed every kind of craftsman as well. So that even 
where it is used in the more restricted sense of poet , 1 a wider 
connotation is often vaguely present. Further, Greek poets 
composed their own music and supervised the dance of the 
chorus in the performance of their plays, so that even when 
TtoirjTifiQ means poet it includes a great deal more than its 
English equivalent. The same is true of the word /uovaixrj : 
at times it means music and little else ; at other times it includes 
all the arts, everything connected with the Muses, as when 
Plato speaks of education in mousike where the only correct 
translation is ' education in the arts \ Even then it is difficult 
for us to get the proper association, as this ‘ education in the 
arts 5 was that of every Athenian boy. 

Every one remembers how Socrates, in the Apology, after 
hearing that the Delphic oracle had said that he was the wisest 
man in Greece (21 b), set out to test the truth of this pronounce¬ 
ment by going to those who had a reputation for wisdom in 
Athens, expecting to find them wiser than himself; how he 
found that they did indeed know certain things of which he was 
ignorant, but that they were quite unaware of the limits within 
which this knowledge applied ; and how he finally came to the 
conclusion that the god had regarded him as the wisest because 
he alone was aware of his own ignorance, because, as he puts 
it, he did not think he knew what he did not know. In this 
way he visited the poets among others, and confronting them 
with their own works, he would ask them to explain their 
meaning to him, but found that almost any one of the by¬ 
standers could do this better than the poets themselves. So 
he soon came to the conclusion c that the works of the poets 
are not the product of wisdom, but of a natural gift, and that 
they are inspired like prophets and oracles * (22c). They said 
many beautiful things, but they knew nothing about that of 
which they spoke. 

The Ion , a short dialogue in the usual Socratic vein, is a fuller 
statement of the same theme. Ion is a rhapsode of some dis- 

1 Socrates himself explains this in the Symposium , 205 b-c. In the Phaedo 
the expression Ttotrjfi&tow &v nenoirixaQ 60 d> apparently refers only to 
Socrates setting to music certain fables of Aesop. 
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tinction who claims not only to recite, but to ‘ talk about* 
Homer better than any other man. Yet he admits that a dis¬ 
cussion of any other poet sends him to sleep (532c). But how, 
Socrates asks, can he know about Homer, unless he knows 
about the other poets also, since they all write on the same 
subject: war, peace, and the life of men ? No one makes 
such a claim in other arts such as painting or sculpture, where 
it is recognized that criticism of the work of one artist cannot 
be sound without knowledge of the work of others. Ion is 
frankly puzzled. Socrates solves the dilemma by saying that 
it is not knowledge, but inspiration that Ion possesses : (533 d) 

4 It is not a craft (r &%vr\) which enables you to talk well about 
Homer but some divine poWer which moves you, such as resides in 
the stone which Euripides calls a magnet, though it is usually called 
the stone of Heraklea. The magnet not only attracts iron rings, 
but invests them with the power to do as the magnet does, to attract 
other rings, so that sometimes a great cluster of iron and rings are 
hanging one from the other. And all these derive their power of 
attraction from the original stone. So the Muse herself inspires 
with divine power, and through those possessed a cluster of others 
hang on their inspiration and are inspired in turn. All good epic 
poets utter those beautiful poems not through their craft, but as men 
possessed by some other power. And the same is true of good melic 
poets : as corybants dance when beside themselves, so the melic 
poets are beside themselves when they make those beautiful songs. 
After they have embarked on harmony and rhythm they are like 
bacchanals possessed. . . .’ 

Because they rely on inspiration, poets can only write one type 
of poetry, whether it be tragedy, lyric or any other, and thus 
also the rhapsode, as the next link in the chain of inspiration 
between the poet and the audience to whom he communicates 
the divine possession to some degree, can perform well only over 
a restricted field, and the same is true of the actor. Ion is 
made to insist (535c) upon the violence of his emotions when 
he recites, and upon his success in communicating these emo¬ 
tions to his audience. We have here a fundamental belief of 
Plato’s, and one which lies at the very root of his attitude to 
art, namely that successful art depends upon a stream of 
emotion which flows from poet to actor, and from actor to 
audience. 
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Ion is, of course, not quite convinced, and still maintains 
that he understands 1 Homer better than any one. But what in 
Homer does he understand so well ? The passages about 
harnessing a chariot ? Surely not he, but a charioteer, is the 
proper authority there, as of the descriptions of fishing a 
fisherman, and so on. The rhapsode makes a last stand on 
questions of war and battle, and for a while professes to be the 
best general in Greece. But he finally abandons this ridiculous 
claim, and with it any claim to knowledge, while he rests 
content with the ‘ divine inspiration ’ which Socrates granted 
him from the first. 

Not only the inspiration of the poet, but the beauty of the 
work he produces, is freely admitted in the Ion* and there is 
here no quarrel between philosophy and poetry, so long as 
poetry does not, like the poets in the Apology , lay any claim to 
knowledge. In short it is the business of the poet, as Socrates 
tells us in the Phaedo (6i£) to tell stories (/ ivOovq ) and not to 
give, qua poet at least, a logical account of things (Xoyovq). 
And when he adds that, in spite of dreams that bade him follow 
the Muses, he has hitherto neglected the practice of poetry 
and music to any extent because he is not ‘ story-minded ’ 
(tivdoXoyixoq) there is more than a hint surely that his is the 
higher calling, that it is not for nothing that he was the wisest 
of the Greeks. 

When we turn to the Republic we find art discussed entirely 
from the point of view of the educator and the statesman. 
There is here no mention of inspiration from the gods, nor is 
the artist considered in himself. We are not concerned with 
the excellence of a work of art, but only with its social value. 
That this was its main value to Plato, or at least that any other 
it may have must be subordinated to this, is clear. But he 
seems to hint here and there even in the Republic that there 
may be another method of approach. 3 Plato considered art 

1 His actual claim is that he can 4 talk about * Homer (536*, &c.) better 
than any one. His power of oratory is, however, not in question, but the 
content of his criticism, which implies a claim to knowledge. 

* Note the frequent use of xaXdg throughout and especially in 534. 

8 Not only where he admits that the art he condemns might be a source of 
great pleasure to 4 the many *, but his condemnation is definitely not on the 
score of bad art (cf. otty tog ov jzoirjTixa xal ffiia rolg noXXolg dxoveiv dAA* 8 aq> 
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as a most important factor in the state and was very alive to 
its immense influence upon the lives of men, as well as deeply 
sensible to its beauty. 1 One quotation on this point should 
suffice (401 b) : 

‘ Is it then the poets only whom we shall command and compel 
either to represent the image of good character in their poems, or 
else not to practise among us, or shall we give orders to the other 
craftsmen also, and forbid them to represent, either in pictures or 
in buildings or any other work, character that is bad, unrestrained, 
mean and graceless. The man who cannot do this must not work 
among us, that our guardians may not, bred among evil images as 
in an evil meadow, culling and grazing much every day and little 
by little from many things, collect all unawares a great evil in their 
souls. We must search for such craftsmen as can excellently pursue 
the nature of the beautiful and the fitting, that our young men may 
be benefited on all sides like those who live in a healthy place, 
whence something of the beautiful works will strike their eyes and 
ears, like a breeze that brings health from salubrious places, and 
lead them unawares from childhood on to love of, resemblance 
and harmony with, the beauty of reason (xaXti Aoycp). 

That is Plato’s fundamental position, a general principle with 
which, in the last analysis, even the purest exponent of art for 
art’s sake will hesitate to disagree. 2 And it is on this solid basis 
(cp. 395c, 391*5 &c.) that we must examine his remarks and 
criticisms throughout, without, as is so often done, distorting 
scattered passages here and there, and completely losing sight 
of the wood in the contemplation of one perchance too austere 
and gnarled tree. 

In the third book of the Republic Socrates has just been dis¬ 
cussing the qualities required from his guardians—at this 
stage little more than professional soldiers 3 —and then passes 

noir\xix(bxeQa , xooo&cco fjxxov axovoxeov , i.e. the more poetical the more dan¬ 
gerous, 387^, cp, 390 a). Note also the phrase : ‘ such things may be well with 
reference to another standard * (387c : lyei tzqos dAAo xt) ; and the even 
more curious qualification that a good man will not wish to ‘ imitate * what 
is unworthy of him ‘ except for the sake of amusement 9 (6x1 fxxaiSiag xaQiv 
396^). For if this amusement were entirely bad, surely the good man would 
not enjoy it. This question is taken up in earnest in the Laws (see below). 

1 See e.g. Philebus , 62c, where fxovovxr )—the arts—‘ though full of guessing 
and imitation * is admitted into the good life for man ‘ if our life is to be life 
in any real sense \ 

8 See p. 205. 


8 See p. 267. 
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on to their education. As always he emphasizes (377#) the 
importance of early training, and this brings us at once to a 
discussion of the kind of stories that should be told to them in 
childhood, and to the question of censorship of art, especially 
poetry. Many examples of tales about the gods that should 
not be allowed are given. The gods must not be described in 
an unworthy manner and, as our guardians must not fear 
death, we must avoid tales of horror about the underworld. 

Noble heroes must not be pictured as giving way to excessive 
emotions, whether tears or laughter. But any further state¬ 
ment of what are proper subjects of art must beg the question, 
since goodness or virtue has not yet been found. So Socrates 
pulls himself up (392/*), and passes on to a consideration of style 
and metre. He distinguishes three methods : narrative 
(dujyrjoig ), impersonation (filfArjcns, i.e. imitation), and a 
mixture of both. Lyric belongs to the first class, drama to the 
second, and epic, where the author speaks now in his own 
person, now as one of the characters, to the third. But a 
man cannot ‘ imitate 5 (i.e. impersonate) many characters 
alien to his own, indeed we see that the same man cannot even 
write both comedy and tragedy, for human nature is extremely 
specialized, and is incapable of doing, or even of ‘ imitating * 
many things well (395c) 1 : 

* If what we have said before is to hold, that our guardians must 
be freed of all other duties, if their craft is to make a free city and if 
they must do nothing that does not tend to this end, then they 
should neither do nor imitate anything else. If they do imitate, 
it should be, from childhood on, what is suitable to their work, 
namely courage, self-control, righteousness, liberty, and everything 
of that sort. Whatever is slavish they must neither do nor cleverly 
impersonate, nor anything else that is shameful, in order that they 
might not, after impersonating them, enjoy the reality of such things. 
Or do you not realize that imitation, if it persist from childhood, 
moulds a man’s customs and nature, whether in body, voice or 
thought ? 9 

1 So in the Ion (p. 181 above) poets can only work in a restricted field. 
Yet at the end of the Symposium Aristodemus woke up to find Socrates 
arguing with Agathon and Aristophanes that the same man ought to be able 
to write both comedy and tragedy. No doubt the two poets had claimed to 
write with knowledge. If that is so, Socrates would have argued, know¬ 
ledge of the comic implies knowledge of its opposite the tragic. But in fact 
poets rely on inspiration and therefore have only one kind of talent. 
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I have, in this extract, translated /uC/urjaiQ by imitation and 
impersonation indifferently because I wanted to keep both 
meanings before the reader. The word is of the very first 
importance and it is essential to be clear as to its meaning 
before we proceed. It has two ; the general sense is to 
imitate, the particular sense, carefully defined by Plato himself 
in this book, is to imitate in a particular way, by impersonation. 

Now in this discussion of style /jLi/jcrjaii; is not used in the 
general sense at all. To introduce it here causes a great deal 
of confusion. For the confusion which results Plato’s avoid¬ 
ance of a technical vocabulary and his careless use of words in 
several senses are no doubt partly responsible. Yet he is less 
to blame here than in other cases. The word does occur, it 
is true, in its general sense when he speaks of the * hunters and 
imitators 5 for whom he must find a place in the second, the 
feverish, city. 1 But this is before the discussion of style. In 
the third book at least, the primary meaning remains ‘ to 
impersonate 5 throughout. The author, inspired by the Muses, 
identifies himself emotionally with his character, and in direct 
impersonation this emotional identification is, of course, most 
complete. The actor or rhapsode, as the next link in the chain, 
goes through a similar process, and, inspired by him in turn, 
the audience does the same. This process takes place to a 
certain extent in simple narration, but when actual impersona¬ 
tion takes place it is far more intense and, so it seemed to Plato, 
more dangerous. It is not restricted to art only, for we imper¬ 
sonate to a certain extent any one who spurs us to emulation. 
Plato firmly believed that we become like what we impersonate, 
and hence the more general statement that his guardians should 
not be indiscriminate impersonators, but, at the most, ‘ imi¬ 
tate 5 what is good and suitable to their calling. He will not 
have them exposed, in the theatre, to emotional identification 
with evil characters. For that reason he will not admit those 
arts, especially the drama, which rely entirely upon imper¬ 
sonation, and deplores the realism of contemporary art which 
c imitates 5 not only unworthy characters, but even the sound 
of wind, storm and torrent, and seeks thereby to affect us 

1 373 ^> also 388^. Once defined in 392^ as impersonation, it is used in 
this sense only, with such slight change as is needed when applied to other 
arts. 
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emotionally to an undesirable degree. Where evil must have 
its part, it should be given in narrative only. 

He admits that pleasure, and that in plenty, can be derived 
from other kinds of art—but not in our city for c with us a man 
will not be double or manifold, since each man has one job 
to do 5 (397^), and he decrees that (398a) : 

4 If a man who in his cleverness is able to take on many per¬ 
sonalities and to impersonate all things, should come to our city 
with his poems and want to exhibit them—we would it seems bow 
down before him as before one holy, wondrous and sweet. We 
would say that there exists no such man in our city and that it is not 
lawful for such to be there. We would pour myrrh on his head and 
crown him with wreaths, and send him away to another country. 
We ourselves would employ a more austere and less pleasurable 
poet, teller of stories for our own good, one who would 44 imitate ” 
the speech of a good man, and tell his tale in accordance with the 
principles we laid down when we were first undertaking the educa¬ 
tion of our soldiers. 5 

In this manner does Plato cast out the poet from his ideal 
state, not all poets indeed, that is at present quite clear, but 
such as are given to excessive impersonation, for these are 
dangerous. That tragedy and comedy as we know them 
come under the ban there can be little doubt, but a good deal 
of lyric poetry remains, a good deal of epic, and a kind of mixed 
narrative and drama which is to take the place of the rejected 
drama. We may suppose this to be not unlike a Greek tragedy 
in which the messengers’ parts would be much extended. Any 
evil action would take place offstage and be narrated, as is 
the case with murder in actual Greek tragedy. 

The same general principles are then applied to music and 
metre. Plato is careful not to commit himself as to detail, 
but makes it quite clear that we shall retain only the simple 
modes which c imitate ’ the life of brave men in war and noble 
men in peace. All the orgiastic rhythms and many-stringed 
instruments that had become the fashion must go. 1 The 

1 One may compare the desire of some producers to-day to return to more 
simple stage settings and to discard the complicated stage machinery and 
lighting effects which, many now think, only serve to distract the audience’s 
attention. 
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style 1 is conditioned by the state of the poet’s soul, from which 
the content directly derives, rhythm and music will follow 
style, and the keynote of the whole is simplicity. And the 
same rules, as we saw above, will apply to all arts and 
crafts (400). 

Real art, he considers, is impossible without a study of good¬ 
ness and of life, for one is but the representation of the other. 
Artistic appreciation is a necessary part of education (401 ff.), 
but living goodness and beauty is superior to that of any work 
of art that can only be a preparation for it. In fact Plato 
extends the meaning of juovcnxos, artistic, cultured in art, far 
beyond art itself, to apply to the lover of all beauty, who (we 
may supply the thought from later passages) is again none 
other than the philosophos, the thinker. Such a one, were 
he an artist, Plato would accept and indeed welcome. There 
is nowhere any description of the type of work he could create 
beyond the general principles mentioned already. That such 
works however are not impossible, and that they would be 
far more than a mere copy of things, we gather from scattered 
references : the artist could in the first place combine dif¬ 
ferently what he sees in nature, 2 though one doubts whether 
any great art could result from this. But he can do much 
more. When challenged to prove the practicability of his ideal 
republic Socrates is made to say (472^) : 

* Do you think a man any the less a good painter if he paint a 
model such as the most beautiful man would be, and having made 
an excellent picture could not prove that such a man can exist ? * 

And again, when defending the philosopher-king (484c) : 

‘ Are such men in any way different from the blind, those who are 
deprived of the knowledge of every true reality, who have no clear 
model in their soul, and cannot, as a painter can, with their eyes 
fixed on that which is most true, using that as a criterion and 
examining it as exactly as possible, thus establish our laws and 
traditions about beauty, justice and goodness, when necessary.* 

1 There is no clear differentiation between style and content, and K&tu; 
seems to cover both. 

a This is clear from 488a, where Socrates, in introducing the parable of the 
ship, compares himself to ‘ the painters who draw goat-stags and mix things 
up in this way \ 
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Not too much must be made of this passage, where after all 
the reference may only be to the way a painter uses his model. 
But the same metaphor is used in a far more elaborate manner 
(500^-501 b) : the philosopher is compared to a painter 
because, using the city and the ways of men as his canvas and 
the divine as his model, he makes a rough sketch first, and then, 
carefully mixing his materials, he perfects the foundation of 
his city. 1 On the kind of art which Plato rejects we get further 
light in the powerful description of the force of public opinion, 
and of the sophists who cater for it. So does the man who 
merely studies the passions of the crowd, and reflects them in 
his writings, making them, the ignorant, the judges of his 
art (493d). 

The discussion in the tenth book is somewhat confused 
because Plato here seems to be using the word /uifxrjou; in both 
the general and the particular sense. We shall do well, how¬ 
ever, to hold fast to the meaning of uncritical impersonation 
from which he himself starts. For Socrates begins the dis¬ 
cussion by recalling that they have previously rejected 1 as 
much of poetry as is imitative \ 2 This is a quite correct 
reference to the third book where all poetry is rejected which 
makes too free use of direct impersonation. Under this head¬ 
ing comes tragedy, comedy and Homer whose fondness for 
impersonation (direct speech so that the rhapsode speaks in 
character) of good and bad men earns him the title of * the 
first of the tragedians 9 . And throughout book ten the mean¬ 
ing remains very close to this. In impersonation we do not 
use our critical faculties, but merely make ourselves as like as 
possible to that which we impersonate. This lack of any 
critical sense of values, which when poets bring a character 
on the stage is impersonation, becomes in the painter a slavish 
copying of a particular object and indeed of only one aspect of 
that object. Plato is not laying down the rule that artists 
should hold the mirror up to nature, but blaming them be¬ 
cause that is, in fact, all they do. 3 

1 Gp. also Cratjylus, 424 d. 

* afafjg 8 ctj fujj,rfuxi ?}; this very definitely implies that there is some 
poetry that is not imitative. 

* The usual view, that Plato in the tenth book excludes all poetry from 
the Republic is entirely mistaken, as is conclusively proved by J. Tate in his 
articles on * Imitation in Plato’s Republic \ C.Q,., January 1928 and July- 
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He condemns this kind of art first by means of the theory 
of Ideas and then on psychological grounds. The first argu¬ 
ment may be summarized as follows (596*/ ff.) : 

You can make or represent a large number of things by going 
around with a mirror and reflecting them into it. The work of a 
painter is of the same kind. He represents, not the Idea of bed as 
such, which is the work of god, but the actual bed itself, which is the 
work of the craftsman who has the eidos of bed before his mind as a 
model. 1 We have three beds therefore, the eidos, the actual bed, 
and the picture of it. The painter takes third place as regards 
truth, for he * imitates * the particular bed, and indeed not even that, 
but only one aspect of it. This 4 imitation 9 does not require know¬ 
ledge, and the works of all poets since Homer are of the same kind. 

It is idle to say, as many people do, that Homer always knows 
what he is talking about, or to follow him as a teacher. Indeed, he 
cannot even, as the sophists can, point to followers who believed in 
his knowledge. The poetical imitator has no knowledge of that 
about which he writes, he is a mere 4 impersonator \ Stripped of 
the charm of music and rhythm, the words of such a poet are 4 like 
the visages of the youthful who have no beauty, after the charm of 
youth has left them \ He can 4 imitate 5 in word or picture any 
craft, any art, but he knows nothing about them and has not even 
the instrument-maker’s right opinion which comes from following 
the instructions of, and consorting with, those who will use the 
instrument. Hence he will 4 imitate 5 that which gives pleasure to 
the multitude, and that only. 

This passage implies that ‘ all poets since Homer ’ and all 
painters are excluded from the ideal republic, and com¬ 
mentators and artists have rushed to censure Plato for this. 
Too hastily, for what they have forgotten is just that it is an 
ideal republic for which Plato is legislating, c a city which is 
not anywhere on earth ’, one that is to be for us ‘ a pattern 
laid up in heaven 5 (592^). In such a state no one has ever 
claimed a place for Pericles, Themistocles, or Solon, or indeed 
for any statesman that has ever lived. Why should an ex¬ 
ception be made for the poets ? Even Homer was far from 

October 1932. I do not agree, however, that Plato uses 4 imitation ’ in two 
senses, one good and one bad, in the Republic . I believe the meaning to be 
essentially one, and such as I have described above. 

1 No doubt the carpenter does, in a sense, 4 imitate * the eidos. But 
Plato does not use the word here when speaking of him. 
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perfect, and Plato states quite definitely where he found him 
deficient. 

We should be quite clear, however, that poetry as such is 
not excluded, but only that which is imitative. And Plato 
is very careful to qualify his references all the time, for he 
speaks of c the tragedians 5 (who, of course, are impersonators 
in the full sense of the third book) and the ‘ imitative poets 

The exclusion of painting, which is not qualified in this 
manner, is more startling, especially in view of the illustrations 
quoted above where it was implied that it was possible for 
them to imitate the Ideas directly. Note, however, that here 
also the painter is used to illustrate Plato’s point. And to 
draw conclusions from illustrative passages about what is not 
the main point under discussion is, in Plato, notoriously 
dangerous. 2 We may, if we wish to press the point, say that 
Plato had an unfortunately low idea of that particular art. 
But what he probably means is that painters did in fact copy 
particulars (as indeed did poets), and he would include all 
actual painters under this charge, just as he included all actual 
poets under the ban—so would all actual statesmen be banned, 
and all orators. 

But another kind of painting is no doubt possible, and 
another kind of poetry, as there is another kind of rhetoric 
than that practised by Lysias and Gorgias. In every case 
the good artist * must have knowledge of what he creates, 
if he is to create beautifully’ (598^), but his knowledge will 
be of a very different kind from that which most Greeks so 
readily conceded to their poets. It will be on the same level, 
indeed of the same kind, as that of the philosopher. 3 

1 In 6oo* and 601 a he uses the expression oi noirjrixol, where fu/xrp:al 
follows or is understood, i.e. the poetical (sc. imitators). The adjective 
Ttoirpuxol is not used by Plato for ‘ poets', i.e. for oi noirpaL That all 
poetical imitators since Homer includes all poets since Homer may, how¬ 
ever, be readily conceded. Why not ? 

a In the very passage summarized above * the god * makes the idea. This 
is quite unprecedented and completely unparalleled elsewhere. See p. 
* 59 - 

• In 59& Plato makes ‘ some people say ' that good poets who write 
beautifully have full knowledge of that about which they write. This was 
the ordinary Greek view. He, of course, agrees that they should, but he 
does not agree that the so-called ‘ good poets ’ like Homer have any such 
knowledge. But then a poet good enough to be accepted in the ideal 
Republic would be a very different thing. 
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That the products of imitative art are 4 at the third re¬ 
move from the truth 5 is not the only argument to be brought 
against them. They are bad also on psychological grounds. 
Sense perception is confused (i.e. a straight stick appears 
crooked when dipped in water, &c.,) and it is the business of 
intellect to restore order by solving these apparent contra¬ 
dictions. But * painting and all imitative art 91 only increase 
this confusion and give us no help towards its solution. It is 
their nature to copy men in all kinds of actions, pleasant or 
painful, voluntary or forced, in all kinds of emotions, quite 
indiscriminately. But a man meeting with sorrow must try 
to put up a good countenance before his fellows, the value of 
human life being a doubtful quantity anyway (604). We 
must not kick against the pricks, but must seek to heal our 
soul and make it strong, for to concentrate on painful memories 
is both cowardly and unreasonable : 

‘ The imitative poet 2 has no natural connexion with the controlling 
intellect. His wisdom is not concerned with it, if he is to have a 
reputation with the multitude, but with the emotional and varied 
parts of man because they are a good object of imitation (impersona¬ 
tion). 

—Clearly. 

—We should be right to attack him then, and place him on a par 
with the painter, both because his works contain an inferior truth, 
and because he associates with a part of the soul that is of the same 
kind, not the best, and is made like to it. And so we were right not 
to accept him in a city that is well-governed, because he rouses this 
part of the soul, nurtures it and makes it strong, thus destroying 
reason. It is as if in a city one were to make the bad men strong 
and surrender the city to them, destroying the good. In the same 
way we shall maintain that the imitative poet makes for bad govern¬ 
ment in the individual soul, pandering to that which is unintelligent 
and knows not the bigger from the smaller but believes the same 
things to be both big and small—a maker of images, far distant from 
the truth.’ 

1 603 a. One wonders whether the etymology of the Greek word for 
painter— £q) 6 yQa(po$, lit. one who draws living things—may not have in¬ 
fluenced Plato in using the painter as an illustration of purely ‘ imitative * 
art. 

2 605a : 6 Si fufirjrwdg noiTjrtfs : clearly the adjective qualifies the noun. 
Not all poets are necessarily included. 
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When we see a noble hero giving way to excessive emotions 
on the stage we share his emotions and we praise the poet if 
he can communicate them to us, though we would consider 
them unworthy in real life; our controlling reason relaxes 
and we ourselves soon become uncontrolled. That is what 
Homer and the tragedians will do for us—we may well agree 
that he is the greatest and most poetical of writers of tragedy 
—and we shall reject such work, but admit hymns to the gods 
and in praise of good men. The Muse of pleasure we must 
cast out, lest pain and pleasure rule our city in the place of 
law and reason (607). 

It is hard, Plato admits, to reject such poetry as this (607 b), 
and we will gladly listen to any defence that can be made on its 
behalf, but until it is proved useful as well as pleasant it must 
go, for fear we should fall back into a state of mere childish 
passion and emotion. 

The whole of this discussion in the tenth book, then, largely 
supplements what has already been said in the third and is an 
attack, somewhat enlarged, upon the same kind of art as was 
there rejected, with the possible inclusion of painting. It is 
an attempt to prove the condemnation of imitative art on 
metaphysical and psychological grounds, and though it seems 
to reject from the ideal state the most cherished Greek poetry 
it does not really introduce any new theory. To represent it, 
as is commonly done, as a condemnation of art as a whole is 
clearly mistaken, and definitely contradicts the commendation 
of good art, that of the philosopher-poet which is found in this 
very book as well as elsewhere. 

When we come to the glorious myth of the Phaedrus, it 
would seem at first as if inspiration were praised beyond 
knowledge, for the whole myth is in praise of ‘ madness ’ 
(/uavia) which is but another name for inspiration and pos¬ 
session. A contrast has been drawn between madness and 
moderation (owpQooiivri, 244 a), and men speak, we are told, as if 
madness were simply an evil. They are wrong, says Socrates, 
for it is the cause of many blessings : the ancients will bear 
witness that * madness which comes from god is a finer thing 
than the moderation which is from men \ This is in itself 
an important qualification, but it is true that (245a) : 



ART 


193 

4 the man who approaches the threshold of poetry without the Muses* 
madness, convinced that by his skill he will make a good enough 
poet, is imperfect in himself, and the poetry of the sensible man will 
be set at nought by that of those who are mad.* 

Madness is a strong term, but it did not seem too strong to 
Plato to describe the power of emotion which expresses itself 
in passionate desire (egcog), coupled with the feeling of pos¬ 
session by some external power that comes upon men in their 
moments of highest inspiration. 

But as we proceed we find that there are different kinds 
of madness : prophecy, which comes from Apollo, mystic 
ritual which comes from Dionysus, poetic madness, from the 
Muses, and the madness of love, from Eros and Aphrodite. 1 
And we find ourselves on familiar ground again when we are 
told that this erotic madness, the highest of all, is none other 
than the love of beauty and of truth, the passion that makes a 
man a philosophos, a thinker, and which, here as in the 
Symposium , leads one to the contemplation of the eternal 
values, the Platonic Forms. Once more the philosopher stands 
well above the poet, and, here as elsewhere, Plato insists that 
the philosopher’s passion for truth and knowledge is as in¬ 
spired, as profound, as the madness of the poet, who is thus 
beaten on his own ground. Socrates was no teller of stories 
but he was inspired none the less; indeed to Plato he was so 
the more. And it is not surprising that of those souls that 
have lost their wings and fallen to earth, the best, that which 
has seen most clearly the eternal verities on high, becomes a 
‘ philosopher ’, a lover of wisdom and of beauty, the true 
artist 2 (juovmxdg) while the poet occupies but the sixth place, 
before the artisan, 3 the farmer, the sophist and the tyrant it is 

1 244 a-b, 265 b. The identification with the different gods is merely a 
convenience, and must not be pressed. In particular the separation of 
Apollo from the Muses is somewhat artificial. 

a fiovcnxdg applies to the philosopher. He is a true artist at the art of life. 
This conception of life as an art recurs more explicitly. See Laches, i 88 d; 
Philebus , 50^ ; Laws , 817^ ; and Ritter, II, 800. 

8 That the poet is here placed before the artisan should be remembered, for 
too much has been made of the illustration in the Republic where the order 
was reversed. Though here the artist is called an ‘ imitator ’, he is clearly 
not an imitator of manufactured articles at least. Between the thinker and 
the prophet (the second madness), the ruler, the politician, the tradesman 
and the trainer of the body all, we must suppose, do at the best share some- 
13 
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true, but after the law-abiding king, ruler or general, after 
the politician and the tradesman, after those who train our 
bodies, after the soothsayer (248 d). 

The second part of the Phaedrus is a treatise on rhetoric, 
and expounds a method which the 4 true orator should 
pursue. Indeed the whole dialogue might well be called a 
lesson in the higher rhetoric Socrates’ main point of 
attack is that oratory as practised aims at pleasure where it 
should aim at making people better, and that, even on their 
own low estimate of their craft, orators must have knowledge 
of the subject of their orations. Even to deceive, knowledge 
is useful. 

The distinction between good and bad art which we found 
in the Republic is supported by the Sophist but with interesting 
differences. The word 4 imitation ’ (jui/urjOK;) is there used in 
its general sense, but that need not mislead us. First the 
imitative arts are included among those that produce some¬ 
thing (219^ ff). Later, the Eleatic stranger insists on the 
importance of the imitative arts in education : the danger is, 
he says, that those who in youth mistake the imitation for the 
real thing have, when they grow up, to unlearn all the opinions 
they based upon this error (234^). Painters and rhetoricians are 
explicitly mentioned among the imitators and finally (234 b-c) 
the imitative crafts are divided into those which make a faithful 
copy which looks out of proportion at a distance, and those 
that merely imitate the appearance of things so that the result 
looks right at a distance but is, on a closer view, seen to be 
untrue to the model. This latter class includes painting and 
the other imitative arts. This is a very suggestive approach 
and one is forcibly reminded of the care with which Greek 
artists made their columns, metopes, &c., so that they appeared 
in the right perspective at a distance. But Plato does not 
pursue the subject and appears to condemn the practice. 

thing of the * true vision or in other words are guided in their life by the 
vision that is theirs to some degree. After them come the prophet, the poet 
and the tradesman, and last of all those perverters of truth, the sophist and 
the tyrant. 

1 Di£s, II, 418 : ‘ une tegon de rh£torique sup£rieure ’. He also calls the 
Phaedrus ‘ le discours programme de la rhetorique platonicienne \ His 
whole discussion of Plato’s attitude to rhetoric is highly suggestive and of the 
greatest interest. See pp. 208 ff. 
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Of special interest to us is the passage where the productive 
crafts are classified all over again into those that make some¬ 
thing themselves and those that merely make an image of it. 
There is a cross division of human and divine. The divine art 
is responsible for natural objects and their reflection in water, 
&c. Leaving out the divine we get the following division : 

productive ( (a) making actual 
crafts : J object 

I ( b) image making : f (a) exact copy 

' < (b) apparently correct /(a) by those who know 

t copy : what they copy. 

< ( b) by those who have 
1 no real knowledge 
\ of it. 

Now art is included under the making of an apparently correct 
copy. There is an express reference there to ‘ any one who 
makes his appearance or his voice like yours 5 (267 a), which 
obviously points to actors and rhapsodes. 1 It is interesting, 
therefore, that this imitation can be based on knowledge, or 
merely on opinion, even though the reference be only to the 
object imitated. As so often in the Sophist , the point occurs 
by the way and is not elaborated. It is worth noting, how¬ 
ever, that we have here two quite distinct kinds of artist; and 
the one who knows what he imitates has at least a chance, if 
his knowledge is of the right kind, to produce works of art 
which Plato approves. 

The inferiority of art to philosophy is established from 
another point of view, the nature of the pleasure it gives, in the 
Philebus (48 a ff.). The pleasures we derive from seeing tragedy 
and comedy are there classed with those that are inferior, as 
being impure, in the sense of being mixed with pain. 2 As 
Homer said of anger, ‘ it brings pain even to a wise man, yet 
flows more sweet than honey \ That the spectacle of tragedy 
causes such a mixture of pleasure and pain is obvious enough, 
c we feel pleasure, yet we weep \ The case of comedy is not 
so clear, but it is found on analysis that comedy is always 
bound up with a feeling of envy or of grudge ((pOdvog), which 
is a painful emotion. Ridicule is ever bound up with ignorance 

1 So Finsler understands it. (p. 24, where he discusses this passage). 

* See p. 80. 
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in the object of it who, in the words of the oracle, does not 
know himself. Self-ignorance may concern one’s property, 
one’s physique or one’s mentality {xara rrjv yv%riv), an d ** is 
especially the mentally self-ignorant who are a proper target 
for ridicule provided only that our butt be not too powerful, 
for then laughter yields to fear. But to rejoice at the mis¬ 
fortunes of one who is not your enemy 1 is surely bound up 
with the painful emotion of envy, so that in comedy also our 
feelings are mixed, and our pleasure impure in that sense. 
The pleasures of tragedy and comedy therefore, to which dirges 
are here added, are inferior to those attained in the pursuit 
of truth. And this is true, Plato continues in a remarkable 
sentence, c not only on the stage, but in the tragedy and 
comedy of life 

By far the most mature, as well as the most complete, 
discussion of art is to be found in the Laws , where it should 
be noted we are no longer dealing with an ideal state. In the 
second book we find that art fulfils two functions : not only 
are the young to be educated by a proper appreciation of 
art to have the right feelings, to take pleasure in the right things 
before the age of reason and ‘ the first education is through the 
Muses and Apollo ’ ; 2 but this training may get relaxed as 
we grow older and (653 d) : 

‘ the gods, taking pity upon the race of men and its labours, estab¬ 
lished as a rest for them the round of divine festivals, and gave them 
the Muses and Apollo their leader and Dionysus as companions at 
the feast that they might be restored, and the sustinence that is theirs 
at the festivals with those gods *. 3 

Art, that is—and as always Plato has the dramatic festivals 
mostly in mind—is also refreshment and recreation for 
grown men, as well as education for the child. It has its 

1 This seems to endorse the common Greek notion that it is right to rejoice 
at the misfortunes of an enemy, which would seem to contradict the morality 
of Republic , 335*/, where the just man will harm no one. But as so often, 
Plato, when not arguing the point, accepts the current morality when it does 
not affect his argument. 

1 Gp. Timaeus , 47 d, where the importance of music in education is also 
recognized. 

* This presumably is the explanation of the ‘ except for the sake of amuse¬ 
ment 9 in Rep,, 396*, quoted p. 182 note 3. 
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origin in the instinct to move which we all possess, and which 
is so evident in the inability of young animals and babies to 
keep still. But while we share this instinct with all living 
creatures, to man alone has been given ‘ the perception of order 
in movement which is called rhythm and harmony \ Educa¬ 
tion, then, consists in the introduction of order and rhythm 
into the song and the dance, that is into movement and speech, 
that one may be able to discern the beauty which will follow. 
This beauty, however, is not only a technical skill to perform, 
but a proper appreciation of the meaning of the performance, a 
tendency to take pleasure in the right things. Content is still 
more important than technique (6546) : 

* if we can know the beautiful in song and dance, we shall know 
rightly who is educated and who is not 5 (654^/). 

The song and the dance of the Laws , where the words are 
to be taken in the widest sense, include not only the poetry 
of the Republic , but almost the whole of ‘ the tragedy and 
comedy of life \ 

Plato once more insists on the necessity for censorship. The 
beauty of art must represent such things as good men do, such 
words as good men say, and the connexion between artistic 
beauty and the good life is as close as ever before (654^ ff.). 
Clearly, bad art has the same effect upon a man as bad com¬ 
pany, for ‘ we become like that which we enjoy, even if we are 
ashamed to praise it ’, and the education and play (naidela xal 
naidia) of the Muses must be restrained ; the poet’s pleasure 
in creation is no excuse for his exhibiting his work before the 
young. Ideally, we should be able to find out the funda¬ 
mentally beautiful types of art and to give them the force of 
law from which no one may depart. The example of Egypt 
(656^), where art has been stereotyped for centuries, shows that 
some general principles can be established. We must avoid at 
all costs the craze for novelty which is now (the Athenian says) 
so widespread (657^ and 660b ). 

But the next question takes the discussion farther : Why 
is it that all men do not take pleasure in the same works of art ? 
Most people say indeed that art must be judged only by the 
pleasure it gives, and this contention we proceed to examine : 
We all enjoy representations that are congenial to our nature 
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and habits, and if the two be in agreement, we praise and enjoy 
the same thing, whereas (6550) : 

‘ those whose nature is good, but their habits the opposite, and vice 
versa, express praise that is at variance with their pleasure. They 
say that certain things are pleasurable, but evil. Before men whom 
they consider wise they are ashamed of the reactions of their flesh 
(:KiveioOai rq> ad)(xax i), they are ashamed to sing such songs because 
they would thereby explicitly signify their approval, but privately 
they delight in them. 5 1 

Suppose you had a contest of all kinds of art where pleasure 
was the only criterion. What would happen clearly is that 
there would be great differences of opinion between those who 
differ in age or sex, as they all delight in different things. 2 
Art must be judged by pleasure certainly, but it must be 
the pleasure of the right people. Not by the pleasure of the 
mob, as is the case in Athens, where the judge is swayed by 
the noisy approval of the audience. The judge should be the 
teacher, not the pupil, of the people (6596). In short, popu¬ 
larity is no proof of beauty in art, and pleasure is no guide, 
since we all find it in different things. 4 We rejoice when we 
think we are doing well, and we think we are doing well when 
we rejoice 9 (657r), and it is the business of the lawgiver to see 
that it should be 4 well 5 indeed. 

After a passage in which he ensures that the whole city, 
young and old, men and women, shall take their part in 4 the 
song in chorus 9 and a discussion of the good life which the 
poet must represent (659-6676), Plato sets out to find a kind 
of art that shall be more beautiful than that of the common 
theatre, for as in the Republic , tragedy and comedy as we 
know them must go, and he now discusses how a right judge¬ 
ment on matters of art can be arrived at, in a passage that is of 
the greatest interest (6676-6726). 

There are three aspects of a work of art: its charm (the 
pleasure it gives), a certain correctness of technique, and the 
good it does (%«£*£, dQOorrjg, c bcpeXia), Pleasure is found in 

1 We may remember that in the Frogs Dionysus refuses to choose between 
Aeschylus and Euripides because he considered the one wise but enjoyed 
the other (1411). 

* (658^-*/) Children would prefer conjurer’s tricks, older children 
comedy, young men and educated women tragedy, old men the epic (the 
last being the mixed style of the third book of the Republic ). 
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many things, but it is only a by-product: food is pleasant, 
but we judge food by its health-giving powers ; learning is 
pleasant, but it is its truth and usefulness that make it what 
it is ; so also with a work of art. If there be any work of art 
which does neither good nor harm (which is implied to be very 
improbable) it can be judged purely on its pleasure value, and 
this indeed would be ‘pure play* (6670). 

Now every imitation must be judged by the standard of 
truth, and art comes under this head without exception. 1 
To judge a work of art, therefore, we must know the nature of 
that which the artist is trying to represent (rt fSovXexai), that 
of which his work is an imitation. For example , to judge a 
picture of a man, you must know what a man is, the propor¬ 
tions and relations of the limbs to one another. Thus alone 
can we judge if a work is technically correct. 

In fact any judgement on art will be in two stages : first, 
having decided what it is that the artist is trying to represent, 
we shall draw upon our knowledge of the model to decide 
whether the representation is correct. Then we shall decide, 
Plato continues, whether it be well done in the sense that it 
will have a good effect upon those who see and hear it. It 
should be unnecessary to emphasize here that the painter is 
once more taken as a clear example only, in the other arts 
also we must find out ‘ what the artist is trying to do 5 and 
whether he has succeeded in his aim before we proceed to 
give a moral judgement. Indeed technical correctness is 
explained as follows (669c) : 

‘ The Muses would not be so mistaken as to make the words those 
of a man, the attitude and tune those of a woman, they would not 
ally the tune and bearing of a free man with a rhythm proper to the 
slavish and the mean, or again to a rhythm and bearing free join a 
song and speech quite the opposite, and they would not join the 
utterances of beasts and men and instruments and confuse every 
noise in one as if they were imitating one model. . . 

That is, under 6 correctness 5 Plato includes consistency and 
characterization. ‘ Every song is correct {dqdooq $%ei) which 
contains what is suitable, mistaken if it does not 5 (670 c). 2 

1 Art is ‘ imitation and imagery See below. 

* Gp. Cratylus , 430c : where nqoafjxov xal 8 /xoiov is what is called dqQ 6 xr\$ 
here, and also the passage from the Sophist discussed above. 
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The last stage, the judging of the good or evil that a work of 
art will do, the majority cannot hope to attain, nor indeed 
need the poet, but the judge must. Just as in a symposium, 
while others are more and more intoxicated and free in their 
speech, the master of the feast must remain sober and keep the 
revellers on the path of decency and decorum ; so the judge 
of drama must remain sober also and his orders must be 
implicitly obeyed. He must not, that is, allow himself to be 
swept off his feet by the wave of emotion that will pass over 
the audience, but keep his eye upon the good or bad effects 
of the performance. 

It is interesting to note that Plato, though he insists that the 
poet must obey the lawgiver, admits here that the moral value 
of his work is not the poet’s business. In a sense he is giving 
up his ideal of the poet-philosopher which we found in the 
Republic and the Phaedrus , and he admits that the poet and 
the audience will both derive pleasure—aesthetic pleasure 
presumably—from the realization of the * correctness ’ of a 
work of art, by which he means technical perfection in the 
widest sense. But in cases where the moral effect of the work 
is bad, this pleasure will be denied to them, as the performance 
will be banned. Thus he explicitly differentiates between an 
aesthetic and a utilitarian standard though he still insists that 
the latter must be supreme. 

We should also note that the ability of the lawgiver to judge 
a work on moral grounds is but a last stage, and that to be a 
competent judge of it includes the previous stage : the realiza¬ 
tion of the aim of the artist and of its technical or aesthetic 
value. Presumably these factors must be taken into account. 

Art naturally comes up again in the course of the next ten 
books, always in close connexion with education. Plato 
repeatedly condemns the amorphous confusion of contem¬ 
porary art, and especially music. There at least, in the old 
days, he tells us, the different kinds were clearly distinguished. 
A man wrote a hymn to the gods, a dirge, a paean or a dithy¬ 
ramb, with appropriate rhythm and melody. Now every¬ 
thing is mixed and confused. Every kind of thing is done 
at once, all noises must be represented and poets, intoxicated 
by pleasure, lose sight of what is right (7000-70 ib ; 800 d> 812*/). 
Everything is done to please the mob and we have a ‘ theatro- 
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cracy ’ instead of an aristocracy—the rule of the crowd instead 
of the rule of the best—in all forms of art (yoia). 1 It is to avoid 
this that he wants the different kinds of art fixed (7990 ; 
801 a ff. ; 816c) so that innovations will be avoided. Always 
the artist must obey the law-giver, and the Board of censors 
which will consist of the minister of education, the guardians 
of the law and some other citizens over fifty years of age, 
must be supreme (800 a ; 802 b-c). 

There is an interesting passage where the Athenian is asked 
to give an example of the kind of art he would recommend. 
Elsewhere he answers : selections from past authors that are 
representations of the good life (8126), hymns to the gods and 
praises of the great dead (80 le) and the compositions on these 
subjects by the elders, even if less artistic than others (828c?). 
Here, however, he quotes his own work as an example (81 \c) : 

‘ I am not altogether at a loss for an example. For now, as I look 
at the things we have said ( Xoyoi) since daybreak, they seem to me 
to be very like literature of a sort (noirjaei Tin). And perhaps it is 
not strange that I should feel pleasure when I consider as a whole, 
as it were, arguments spoken after my own heart (Xoyovg oIkeiovq). 
They seem to me to be, more than most of what I have known or 
heard in poetry or prose, most fair and suitable for the ears of the 
young. I do not think I could recommend a better model to 
guardians or educators. . . ,* 

Plato was probably over eighty when this was written, and his 
emphatic words surely apply to more than the Laws . Is it 
fanciful to suppose that he is answering those critics who 
accused him of doing away with c poetry 5 altogether by 
pointing to his own works ? 

He condemns also the common Greek habit of learning large 
sections of poetry and even whole poets by heart without 
discrimination and without paying sufficient attention to the 
contents. Such learning by rote, he tells us, leads to super¬ 
ficial and discursive knowledge—polymathy as he always calls 
it (8100). 

There is a last word to say about drama. Tragedy must 
submit to censorship or go elsewhere. The case of comedy 
was always more difficult for him (816 d) : 

1 Cp. Theatetus , 173c. 
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* If a man is to acquire wisdom, he cannot learn what is earnest 
without knowing what is laughable, for the knowledge of anything 
implies the knowledge of its opposite. On the other hand, he must 
not write both if he is to share in goodness even a little, which is the 
very reason of his wanting both kinds of knowledge, in order that 
he should not because of his ignorance do or say something laugh¬ 
able when he ought not. 

We must decree that only slaves and hired foreigners must repre¬ 
sent such things. No one should ever take them seriously. Clearly 
any one who learns such things cannot be counted among the free, 
whether man or woman ; something unfamiliar ought always to be 
felt about them.’ 

We may now try to understand more clearly the meaning of 
the Platonic theory of art as ‘ imitation \ We have seen that 
the word is used in a general and, in the Republic , in a more 
restricted sense. General statements that art is imitation can 
be found not only in the Laws , but throughout the dialogues. 1 
It is possible to argue that this does not mean very much, since 
the whole physical world is, in a sense, an imitation of the 
world of Forms. Why should not works of art be imitations 
in the same sense, expressing the Ideas in the physical world, 
without the intermediate model of that physical world itself? 
There is nothing in Plato’s conception of the relationship 
between the two worlds which precludes such an escape out 
of the difficulty. There is, however, a very definite objection, 
namely that he himself never says a word to indicate anything 
of the kind. Quite the contrary. Not only in the Republic , 
but in the Sophist , and indeed wherever art is mentioned, we 
get quite the opposite impression. This being the case we are 
reluctantly driven to the conclusion that when Plato classes 
all artists as imitators he means quite definitely that they 
have the particular phenomena of the world of sense as their 
model. 

References to art as imitation and imagery occur in Xeno¬ 
phon also. They may go back to the historical Socrates, 
though it is improbable that he worked out their implications. 
As so often, that task was left to Plato. After him it is a 

1 e.g. Laws , 668 a, Cp. Phaedrus , 248*?, Politicus , 288^, Sophist , 234 b 
(quoted above) Cratylus , 429. This conception of art as imitation does not 
seem to have originated with Plato (see Finsler, pp. 11 ff.). As so often he 
takes over a rather vague doctrine, discusses it and deepens its meaning. 
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commonplace. Now it is worth noting that this first thought- 
out theory of Art does definitely establish a connexion between 
the artist and life. It does not look upon him as a mere 
teller of idle and empty tales. It recognizes his claim as an 
educator, thus giving theoretical expression to the general 
Greek feeling, and justifies respect towards poetry as a help 
to the good life. It further extends this respect to all the other 
arts on the same terms. Instead of loudly blaming Plato for 
reducing poetry to mere imitation of life, we should first praise 
him for recognizing its connexion with life. 

Reverence for the poets of old had led men to look upon 
them for guidance. Plato emphatically agrees that they should 
guide, but he is eager to point out that they are not, in them¬ 
selves, infallible guides. They do not possess knowledge, and 
knowledge alone is infallible. He does deny that imagination, 
poetical intuition or whatever we like to call it, is a faculty 
superior to thought. Like every other 4 maker 5 the artist 
must submit to the dictates of those who have the good of 
the state at heart and who know how to pursue it. 

When he attacks the exaggerated claims of the artist in the 
Republic , it is with this in mind. They have not knowledge 
of good and evil, they do not adopt a critical attitude. Relying 
merely on inspiration they represent human life and identify 
themselves emotionally with their characters. And it is here 
that he restricts the word /uljuLrjoiq to impersonation. By which 
he means that poet or actor or rhapsode identifies himself 
with a character, becomes that character for the time being, 
for we c become what we imitate \ Applied to the other 
arts, especially in book ten, the word broadens its meaning, 
but its essential content is still the same : uncritical copying 
of an object, being quite uncritically affected emotionally by 
it. The ‘ imitative poets 5 of the Republic are just those who 
do this. This class includes all actual poets since Homer in 
parts of their work at least and they are all banished from the 
ideal state. But that is, I repeat, the ideal state. 

All imitative poets are bad, the word imitative being used 
in the restricted sense explained above. But the existence of 
other poets is implied. In the more general sense all poets 
are imitators. The passage from the Sophist on imitation 
quoted above allows of two kinds of imitation : the first is 
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based on knowledge, the second not. In discussions of art 
in the Republic the word imitation is used to refer to this second 
kind of imitation only. Such loose terminology is quite like 
Plato and can be paralleled in other fields. 1 The philosopher- 
poet would not be an imitator in the bad sense, and would 
not have been called an imitator in the Republic . But he would 
elsewhere, in the general sense. The matter is further com¬ 
plicated in that Plato seems to have given up hope of the 
philosopher-poet—who would need no supervision, because 
he is one of the supervisors—by the time he wrote the Laws , 
as he had all but given up hope of the philosopher-king. 8 
Hence in that dialogue all poets must submit to censorship, 
and he does not even expect them to be concerned with the 
moral effect of their work. That is the statesman’s business. 

I have said that Plato would have called every artist an 
imitator, and that by this he meant an imitator of physical 
objects. Even the perfect artist would be that. This putting 
of the artist below even the artisan in the scale of reality is 
repellent to the modern mind. Where Plato does this explicitly 
he is, it is true, referring to the kind of art he condemns. But 
an imitator the artist remains. Few would agree with this, 
few would admit that the artist is incapable of expressing the 
abstract directly. And Plato himself could be convicted of 
inconsistency for do not his myths represent, however dimly, 
truth which the human intellect, or that of the particular 
audience, cannot reach scientifically ? Even if we grant that 
he is right in his belief that the artist's imagination is a faculty 
inferior to the intellect, and that imagination is never a short 
cut to God ; that he would have been right to despise those 
who prefer his myths to his mathematics ; even so, is not the 
educative value of art, in which he himself so ardently believes, 
justified because the artist can, however dimly, grope towards 
truth which intellect cannot reach and not merely because he 
reproduces the lives of good men which are not always available 
as a pattern for the young ? 

1 An exact parallel is the use of imdvpitai or desires. The word is freely 
used to mean the third and lowest part of the soul. Yet in Rep., IX, we 
find that each part of the soul has its own desires. And the same word 
inidvfilai is used in both senses. See pp. 135 ff. 

* See pp. 279, 284. 
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There is no doubt that Plato is mistaken here, and incon¬ 
sistent. The artist must, if confusedly, represent, or (to use 
Plato’s language) imitate, the universal Forms as well as the 
particulars. Yet it should not be denied that his theory of 
imitation does contain a great deal of truth, for in his imagery 
at least the artist must copy nature. Plato was surely right 
to say that you must know what a man is before you can 
make a picture of him, that you must know life before you 
can write a tragedy. And there must be some correspondence 
between the model and the work of art. If there is not it 
ceases to be the intended picture of a man or a dramatic repre¬ 
sentation of life, and probably ceases to be a work of art. The 
parable of the ship of state in the Republic could not be drawn 
by some one who knows nothing of either ship or state. Is 
not the vividness of the picture directly due to the close corre¬ 
spondence to an actual ship at sea ? Is not the whole point of 
the myth of the day of judgement lost upon one who has no 
idea at all of the functions of an earthly judge ? In this way 
all painting, poetry, sculpture, and perhaps all art, must draw 
their imagery from actual life. And we should remember that 
to a Greek music was closely connected with eurythmics and 
was thus a much closer ‘ imitation ’ of the rhythm and move¬ 
ment of the dance. Even to-day a case might be made for 
the point of view that music, when it rouses in us certain 
emotions, is thereby re-creating and in a sense ‘ imitating 5 
the emotions current in human life and the rhythms that cause 
them. Plato even thought of architecture as reproducing 
human character and feelings in its edifices. 

Certainly no one ever more profoundly believed in, or more 
emphatically expressed, the powerful influence that the arts 
possess over the development of the human soul. It is the 
very strength of this belief that makes him insist upon the 
necessity for censorship. In this again he may have been 
mistaken, but every civilized state has adopted his main 
principle. No doubt the line is drawn differently, though 
who shall say if more wisely? To ridicule or condemn 
particular applications of the principle is at this interval of time, 
and in a different civilization, rather a foolish pastime. With 
the principle itself we can only disagree if we deny the Heed 
for censorship altogether. It is not enough to take refuge 
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behind common law and to say that the law of libel, blas¬ 
phemy or indecency is sufficient, for that is still censorship. 

Plato had the dangers of excessive freedom so vividly before 
his eyes in this as in other things that he reacted to the other 
extreme, and enounced for the first time the theory of censor¬ 
ship of art. We, with the evils of repression brought home 
to us in a hundred ways every day of our lives, are likely 
to think him wrong. 

Essentially, however, the principle of censorship means the 
subordination of art to the good. Such expressions as art 
for art’s sake would have seemed to Plato absurd. Revolt 
against an unenlightened censorship has little to do with the 
question : many books now banned in most civilized coun¬ 
tries would obviously be beneficial, many films 1 now shown 
are clearly bad. But those who denounce Plato’s subordina¬ 
tion of art to what he considered good for the state must 
be prepared to defend the rights of pornography as well as 
those of great art. And even if they do so they are prob¬ 
ably actuated by the belief that there would be a balance of 
advantage to the community, which leaves the good supreme, 
and the beautiful still the useful, as it was for Plato. 

One problem remains. We may admit that there is a 
great deal of truth in his theory of imitation, that censorship 
of Art has been generally adopted, that intellect is a higher 
function than imagination ; all this does not explain why 
Plato did not develop the hints he gives us here and there of 
what great art might be. Why did he so obstinately refuse to 
say that an artist might imitate the Forms direct, even if his 
imagery had to be drawn from actual life, as must the material 
for anything that man can make ? There was nothing in this 
that would have conflicted with any part of his philosophy 
and it would have helped to justify his own profound belief in 
the educative value of works of art. That contemporary art 
had degenerated, and that he had no sympathy with the modern 
tendencies of his day is not a sufficient reason, for he ruthlessly 
condemns Homer and the great tragedians. The * Muse of 
pleasure ’ must go, but why does he come so near to banishing 
all the Muses ? 

1 The cinema is the only form of art which has as wide an appeal as the 
drama had at Athens, and we should think of it in those terms. 
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The reason is probably to be found in the development of 
the philosopher’s personality . 1 We are here on very slippery 
ground, so that I make the following suggestion not as a 
statement of fact but merely as an indication of the direction 
in which I believe the ultimate solution to lie. That he was 
sensible to the beauty of art is obvious, more especially so 
in his earlier works. Himself one of the world’s supreme 
artists and supreme thinkers he must have found c the tragedy 
and comedy of life * of far more absorbing interest than any 
drama performed on the stage, and derived far greater pleasure 
from the contemplation of it. For, as Socrates tells us in the 
Protagoras , 2 thinking men do not need artists to explain the 
world to them. 

As a man with an unsurpassed zeal for the betterment of 
human society—and to this his anger at humanity’s stubborn 
stupidity and the underlying vein of pessimism and despair 
so frequent in his later works bear sufficient witness—Plato’s 
centre of interest was human life itself. When he became a 
mathematician and a philosopher, the discoverer of the 
eternal Forms, the keenest of all pleasures must have been 
to him, especially as he grew older, the discovery of a new 
concept, the establishing of new relations, the solving of 
abstract mathematical, logical, or astronomical problems. 
Not so intense perhaps as the physical pleasures or even the 
contemplation of a work of art, yet so much more lasting, to 
him at least so much more real than those . 3 Until at last he 
grew impatient of his own art. There are magnificent pas¬ 
sages even in the Laws which prove him a great artist to the 
end, but there can be no doubt that the dramatic verve of 
the Protagoras , the unique magnificence of the Symposium , the 
soaring imaginative splendour of the Phaedrus , are not found 
in the works of the last period. As he kept his own art in 
check—or perhaps we should say in undue subjection to his 
reason (mere carefulness of language, such as avoidance of 
hiatus in the later works, is a quite different thing)—as he 
ruthlessly subordinated form to matter in his own works, so 
he was led to relegate art as a whole to the education of the 

1 I have developed this suggestion in my article on * Plato’s Theory of 
Beauty,’ Monist , 1927. 

a 347^ 


See p. 78. 



208 


PLATO’S THOUGHT 


young and the relaxation of adults, as something which con¬ 
tributed much less to the life of men, something which un¬ 
controlled—for are most men not children to him ?—would 
lead them astray, something of immense influence upon men 
who had not reached the age of reason, but which like the games 
of children, which were also important, must be arranged 
for them by the philosopher-statesman who had a mature 
sense of values such as neither they nor the artists could hope to 
attain. 


II. Rhetoric 

Rhetoric was for the Greeks an art, and the one with which 
the educated man came in closest contact. Poets still wrote 
for recitation or performance on the stage ; the speeches 
of orators, including Isocrates, however carefully prepared, 
were meant to be spoken. Even historians, at least before 
Thucydides, meant their words to be read aloud . 1 It fol¬ 
lows that rhetoric, the science of the spoken word, was to 
Plato far more intimately related to poetry, and to literature 
generally, than it would seem to us. Hence it is not sur¬ 
prising that in the Gorgias he passes from the condemnation 
of rhetoric to that of poetry without any conscious change of 
subject and that the discussion of the art of speaking in the 
Phaedrus is continually broadening out into a discussion of the 
whole of literature at least. For it is in those two dialogues 
that rhetoric is dealt with at some length. 

In the first, Gorgias, himself the founder of the art for the 
Greeks, sophist and speaker of great repute, insists that it is 
the finest of all human pursuits and enables men to govern 
the state, for it gives them the power to persuade judges, 
councillors, indeed any assembly, even when they do not 
possess special knowledge. It is then, says Socrates, the art of 
persuasion. There are, however, two ways of persuading men. 
You can teach them a thing is true, or you can make them 
believe it, without giving them any real knowledge of the 
subject under discussion. The latter is what rhetoric does. 
Further, it can only be used among those who do not already 
possess the knowledge themselves. Is it necessary for the 
orator himself to have knowledge, of right and wrong for 
1 On this point see Friedlander, I, 126 ff. 
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example, things he must needs discuss continually ? Gorgias 
contradicts himself on this point and retires from the argument 
which is then taken up by his pupil and admirer, Polus. 

We have here the main points of Plato’s aversion to rhetoric 
as taught and practised. It does not impart knowledge, nor 
require it in the speaker. It has therefore no firm foundation 
and, as he goes on to prove to Polus, who has admitted that 
rhetoric aims at pleasure (462c), it is only a form of flattery. 
This theme Socrates pursues with gusto by giving a list of four 
crafts or sciences which care for the body or the soul, each of 
which has its counterfeit that tries to supplant it, as 
follows (464 a) : 

Body Soul 

Sciences 

Physical culture Medicine Law-making Corrective justice 

Counterfeits 

Cosmetics Cookery Sophistry Rhetoric 

The four sciences are based on knowledge and use this with a 
view to secure good or well-being in body and soul, that is 
health and moral goodness. The four counterfeits are based 
only on unanalysed experience, on unrelated perceptions. 1 
They aim only at pleasure. This vivid classification gains 
greatly in point if we remember that orators were fond of 
claiming that they were doctors of the soul and that Gorgias 
himself, in a fragment still extant, boasts that c the ability to 
speak has the same effect in bringing order to the soul as 
orderly medicines have upon bodies.’ 2 Socrates is putting 
the rhetoricians in their place with a vengeance. Far from 
being on a par with medicine, they are not scientists or crafts¬ 
men 3 at all. Far from being doctors of the soul, they are its 
cooks, and bear the[same relation to the judge as the cook to the 
doctor. How annoyed those superior teachers of rhetoric must 
have been when they read on and found Socrates explaining 

1 This is the meaning of ipneigla in 462^, and alaOoftivr ], ot 5 yvovaa in 
464c. 

2 This point is made by Di£s (II, 45) who quotes Gorg. Helen 14 (Diels) 
Gorgias* word is rafts, and it is interesting to note the emphasis on rctf is of 
the soul later in the dialogue (504 ff.). See Protagoras’ similar claim in 
Theaet ., 167a. 

* 'r£x v 7 l • On the meaning of this word see p. 223. 

14 
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that their popularity was of the same kind as that of the 
cook among ignorant children who would assess his merit 
much higher than a doctor’s ! The picture calls to mind 
Socrates’ refusal to appeal to the pity of his judges in the 
Apology . Like the doctor before the imagined jury of children, 
he too was put to death. That is rhetoric as taught and 
practised. There may, Socrates admits, be another kind 
which would try to make the souls of citizens as good as pos¬ 
sible, which would always fight for what is best, whether this 
pleased its hearers or not. There may—but it has never yet 
been seen (5030). Not even the most illustrious statesman, 
not Pericles or Themistocles, not Miltiades or Cimon have 
practised it. The word q^tcoq to a Greek always had primarily 
political associations, and the transition from rhetoric to 
politics was very natural. So is the transition to art, and 
Socrates naturally includes music as one of the pursuits that 
cater for the pleasure of the crowd, and from music he goes 
on to poetry in general and tragedy in particular (5026). 
Like the orators, poets do, in fact, aim only at pleasure, and 
tragedy too is a kind of flattery. 

In the Phaedrus Socrates puts the problem as follows (2590) : 

‘ Is it not essential to a good and fine speech that the speaker 
know the truth about the things he intends to discuss ? 

—This is what I hear on that point, Socrates : that it is not neces¬ 
sary for one who intends to be an orator to learn the truth about 
right and wrong, but only the opinions of the crowd that will judge 
his case. He need not know what is really good or beautiful but 
only what will seem to be so. For it is this that leads to persuasion, 
not the truth/ 

This was, as we also saw in the Gorgias , the opinion generally 
held by the recognized teachers of rhetoric. They regarded 
it, the more thoughtful of them, as a science which had the 
means of persuasion as its province, and had nothing whatever 
to do with philosophy, metaphysics, or ethics. Let us see 
how Socrates deals with this pseudo-scientific point of 
view (260^) : 

< —If I were to persuade you to get a horse to repel an enemy 
attack, but neither of us knew a horse, and I knew this much about 



ART 


211 


you : Phaedrus thinks that the tame animal with the longest ears 
is a horse. 

—That would be ridiculous, Socrates. 

—Wait a moment. If I were earnestly to persuade you, by 
making a speech in praise of the donkey, which I would call a horse, 
and to say that this animal is most valuable at home or on a cam¬ 
paign, that he is good to fight on, able to carry equipment and useful 
in many other ways. 

—That would be altogether absurd. 

—But is it not better to be ridiculous and popular rather than 
clever and disliked ? 

—One would think so. 

—Well then, whenever the orator who does not know good from 
evil undertakes to persuade a city equally ignorant, he is not indeed 
praising the shadow of a donkey as being that of a horse but he is 
praising evil as being good; for, being versed in the opinions of the 
crowd, he persuades them to do evil instead of good. What sort of 
a harvest do you suppose rhetoric will reap from the seed it has 
sown ? 

—Not a good one. 

—But perhaps we have insulted the art of speaking more than it 
deserves. And it might answer : “ What sort of nonsense are you 
extraordinary people talking ? I do not compel any one who is 
ignorant of it to learn to speak the truth ; but, if my help counts for 
anything, he will acquire the truth first and me afterwards. This is 
what I boast of: that without me he who does know the truth will 
not be able to communicate it scientifically.” * 

He then proceeds to equate oratory with the art of speaking 
generally, whether in a crowd or in private conversation and 
makes the interesting point that even if oratory consists in 
misleading people into mistaking one thing for another, i.e. 
in making them think that A is B, you will do this most suc¬ 
cessfully by emphasizing some characteristic that A and B 
have in common, and to do this properly you must yourself 
know the real nature of both A and B. 

It follows that the orator must know what he is talking about 
even if his intention is only to deceive. In the speech under 
discussion 1 Lysias, by not defining his subject, did not make 
clear what he meant by a lover (the implication being that 
he did not know it himself) ; he took it for granted that we 


1 For summary of the speeches see pp iooff. 
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all know. But in fact this is the sort of thing people disagree 
about. We all know what we mean by gold or silver, but not 
what we mean by right and wrong. Men are easily deceived 
about such things, and it is therefore the special field of rhetoric. 
That is why we must first study these things and know the char¬ 
acteristics of each. Socrates gives as examples of good rhetoric 
his own careful definition of the kind of Eros under discussion 
in each of his two speeches (2650) and points out that these 
definitions were arrived at by a sound method of division 
‘ in accordance with the Forms’ that is in accordance with the 
different kinds of love existing. This method the rhetorician 
must learn. He must therefore be acquainted with dialectic 
and ultimately the best orator is the philosopher who has 
acquired technical oratorical skill also. 

Another criticism of Lysias is that his speeches have no form 
or structure. Everything is pell-mell and any one thing might 
be said before any other. As in the verses on Midas’ 
tomb (264^) : 

‘ I am a brasen maiden, on Midas’ grave I lie 
Till stop the flowing waters, and tall trees cease to grow 
Forever here remaining, on this lamented tomb, 

To those who pass by saying : Midas lies buried here.’ 

wherein the order of the lines is quite immaterial. That is bad 
art. 

Without knowledge of dialectic, without analytical know¬ 
ledge, little is left for the teachers of rhetoric to do except to 
invent new technical terms for the different parts of a speech, 
and this they did in abundance. Plato scornfully gives a 
number of examples no doubt culled from text-books on rhetoric 
for different kinds of praise, proof, imagery, tautology, and 
different ways of arousing this or that emotion in one’s hearers 
(267). But these refinements are little more than preliminary 
to the real art of speaking, and ignore the most important part 
of it: knowledge of the subject discussed. The man who 
thinks himself a rhetorician because he knows all those technical 
names is like one who would go to a doctor and say (2680) : 

* I know what medicine to give to heighten or lower a man’s 
temperature. If I like I can make a man vomit or evacuate and 
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many other such things. As I know all this I consider myself to be 
a doctor, able to make others so by communicating my knowledge.’ 

The real doctor will naturally ask the fellow whether he also 
knows when, to whom, and in what doses, the remedies are to 
be applied and our man will answer : 

‘ Not at all, I presume that any one who has learned these medi¬ 
cines from me will himself be able to do what you ask.’ 

The doctor will think such a person a madman : the knowledge 
he possesses he could pick up from a book or a chance acquain¬ 
tance with a druggist. Though he thinks himself a doctor, 
he has no understanding of medicine at all. Again these self- 
styled rhetoricians, Socrates continues, are like a man who 
would go to Sophocles and Euripides and call himself a 
tragedian because he knows how to make long speeches and 
short speeches, pitiful speeches, fearful and threatening speeches, 
whenever he likes ; and say to them that he is going to teach 
tragic poetry. They would only laugh at him ‘ if he thinks 
that tragedy is anything else than the putting together of 
these things in a manner consistent with each other and with 
the whole play Pericles 2 was perhaps the greatest of all 
orators just because, besides natural ability, his friendship 
with the philosopher Anaxagoras gave him the breadth of view 
and the interest in the laws of nature which are ultimately 
necessary to all the higher crafts and sciences. 

1 rq> 6'Ag> 268<f : the whole, means the whole work of art. It might, how¬ 
ever, mean the whole of nature, in view of rrjg tov 6'Aov (pvaecog in 270c which 
is usually so translated. I think, however, that commentators have been 
misled by the reference to fierecogo^oyia f the study of things on high, in 
270 a. In 270 c we are concerned with the study of the soul, and Plato means 
that the nature of the soul cannot be properly studied except by a study of it 
* as a whole * (lit. apart from the study of the nature of the whole tiling) 
i.e. in its every part. And this is the statement he quotes from Hippocrates 
about the body, that it must be studied as a whole , a method the relevance of 
which to medicine is obvious. This interpretation is put beyond doubt by 
the use of rep dAcp in 268d above. 

* This high commendation of Pericles does not really contradict the attack 
upon him in the Gorgias (see below, p, 262). There he is condemned along 
with all other statesmen-orators. Here he is only said to be the first among 
them. Plato does not mean" that he was essentially different. He comes 
a little nearer to the ideal in so far as he has come into close contact with a 
philosopher I The case of Sophocles and Euripides is similar. They were 
in any case more than mere technicians. 
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Socrates now draws the parallel between rhetoric (of the 
right kind) and medicine as he sees it. Which is different 
from the way the orators themselves saw it. Rhetoric is to 
the soul what medicine is to the body. And just as medicine 
must—as Hippocrates maintains—study the body as a whole, 
so must rhetoric study the soul as a whole and in its every part. 
It must, as one must when studying anything, consider first 
whether it is one or manyfold, and if the latter then study the 
force it possesses for action and response (elg to dqdv xai rd 
naOeTv) in all possible relations. This is what we expect to 
find in a manual on rhetoric, but do not find in fact. Surely 
such knowledge is essential to the study of the different means 
of persuasion. 

I give the next passage, which recapitulates the whole method, 
in full, because it is, in all essentials, the method which Aristotle 
actually follows in his treatise on Rhetoric , (271 d) : 

‘ Since the power of speaking is in a sense a guiding of the mind 
(yw%ay(oyia), it is necessary that he who would be an orator should 
study the parts (etdrj) of the soul : that they are so and so many, 
of this and that kind ; therefore some men are like this, others like 
that. When he has done this classification he must analyse the 
different modes of speech, that they are so many, and each such and 
such; that this type of men will, for a definite reason, be easily 
persuaded by this kind of speech on a certain subject; others will 
be hard to win over for other reasons. Now he who has acquired 
a sufficient grasp of these principles must then observe these things 
in practice, and be quick to follow up his perceptions, else the 
theoretical knowledge he learned from his teacher will be of no use 
to him. When he can thus give a satisfactory account of the kind 
of man that is amenable to any particular kind of argument, and is 
further able to recognize in practice the kind of thing he was dis¬ 
cussing when it occurs before his eyes, and can fit his speech and 
method of persuasion to it, when he has learned all this he must 
learn when to speak and when to be silent, when is the moment for 
brevity, when for an appeal to pity or fear and all the things he has 
learned. Then, and not until then, has the art of speaking been 
well and fully acquired. But whenever any one who falls short of 
this in speaking, teaching or writing, boasts that he is an expert, we 
shall be right not to believe him.’ 

Oratory, then, should be based on psychology in the first place : 
the speaker must learn the parts of the soul, their number and 
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the nature of each. He must then classify the different kinds 
of argument, when each is appropriate and why, thus relating 
his technique to his psychology. In the third place he needs 
to watch others at work, relate their success to his theories and 
learn to apply those theories himself. Lastly he must decide 
when to speak and when to be silent. Special natural gifts 
are also essential : * if you are naturally gifted for oratory, you 
will be a famous orator, if you add knowledge and practice ; 
but without these you will be but second-rate (areJbfc, 269^) 
The method here outlined is not unpractical, and rhetoricians 
could follow it for some way at least. What they could not 
know without being philosophers who know good and evil is 
presumably when to speak and when to be silent! 

What does this somewhat lengthy discussion of rhetoric 
contribute to Plato’s theory of art ? His attack is obviously 
the same at all points : by detaching itself from philosophy, 
from a knowledge of ultimate values, from the apprehension 
of the Forms and especially the Form of beauty and of good, 
rhetoric and every other art fail to fulfil their proper function 
in the state. Instead of helping to make men better by 
persuading them to do what they know is good or by putting 
examples of right conduct before their eyes, rhetoricians and 
other artists lose sight of the moral aim of their craft and the 
immediate pleasure of their audience becomes their only aim. 
The rhetoricians become mere technicians, inventors of new 
styles and newfangled labels, as the dramatists lose themselves 
in meaningless novelties. Technique is important, but only 
as a first step, as a preliminary, to real art. Indeed it bears 
the same relation to art as mere pharmaceutical knowledge 
does to medicine. Both medicine and art are a great deal 
more. The former makes for health in the body, the latter 
is a ‘ guiding of souls ’ by the power of the written or spoken 
word towards goodness and happiness. That is art as it 
should be, but there has never, we are told, been an actual 
statesman-orator who made this his primary aim, nor (the 
Republic adds) an actual poet of all those we know. 
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I. Virtue as Knowledge 

The belief that goodness is a matter of knowledge can, more 
certainly than any other, be attributed to the historical Socrates. 
He wished to reduce all excellence to some kind of knowledge 
and was profoundly convinced that ‘ no man does wrong on 
purpose * because no man is willingly ignorant. Plato also 
maintained this apparent paradox throughout; it is asserted 
in almost every one of his works and repeated in the Laws 
with peculiar emphasis. 1 It is therefore idle to dismiss the 
theory lightly by pointing out that it ignores the importance 
of character building and the problem of will-power ; Plato 
was fully aware of both difficulties. Even Socrates must have 
been aware of them ; how far he dealt with them we cannot 
tell, since any line drawn between the two philosophers can 
only be arbitrary. We shall therefore trace the evolution of 
the virtue-knowledge relationship in the dialogues, and try 
to understand the nature of the knowledge referred to, encour¬ 
aged by the reflection that the connexion between knowledge 
and goodness is at least very close, or else why should any one 
hope that more and more education will make the world a better 
place, and may save humanity from chaos and self-destruction ? 

The Socratic doctrine is expressed by two formulae : ‘ good¬ 
ness is knowledge ’, and its corollary ‘ no man sins on purpose ’; 
closely allied with these is, as we shall see, the advice of Apollo 
at Delphi: know thyself. 

The simplest expression of the close relation between know¬ 
ledge and goodness is found in the Lysis , 2 where the youth of 

1 862 ff. See also Timaeus, 864 . Cp. Prot., 345 d ; Gorg., 509* ; Rep., 
351a, &c. 

* The Lysis is probably later than most of the early dialogues. The 
passage referred to here is given as an example by Socrates of how one 
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that name has had to admit that though his parents love 
him they forbid him many things and is led to the conclusion 
that they trust him to act alone only where he possesses the 
necessary knowledge, and this is then shown to be the case 
with every one. As Socrates says (2106) : 

‘ Every one—whether man or woman, Greek or foreigner—will 
entrust us with the things of which we have acquired knowledge. 
In such matters we shall do what we please and no one will want to 
hinder us ; we shall ourselves be free and rule over others. It is our 
province, and there we act with benefit. Where we do not possess 
understanding ( vovg ), no one will allow us to do what we want, 
every one will hinder us as much as possible, not only strangers but 
our own father and mother, or anything nearer to us still. 1 We 
must then obey orders. Such things are not our province, we can 
derive no benefit from them.* 

It follows, then, that where we have knowledge we are useful. 
Any craftsman (rexvixog) possesses a certain skill, he knows 
how to do something or make something, he is good at his job. 
The Greeks always tended to identify the useful and the good, 
and the word ageryj was used to indicate both a particular 
excellence and virtue in general. The aqerrj of any craftsman 
was just this being good at his craft. So indeed do we speak 
of a good carpenter, but we do not go so far as to speak of the 
‘ goodness 5 of a carpenter in this sense. The Greeks did. 
Hence the Socratic formula arose in a perfectly natural way ; 
its first meaning was : ‘ to be good at something is a matter of 
knowledge 9 and then it came to mean 4 to be good is a matter 
of knowledge 5 . 

In working out the implications of this remarkable formula 
Plato was naturally led to consider how far particular virtues 
could be reduced to knowledge. Hence those shorter dialogues 
which try to define one or other of them. The Laches deals 
with courage 2 in the typical Socratic manner, giving us by the 
way a delicious pen portrait of those two very different generals, 
Nicias and Laches. We find the latter characteristically 

should talk to a beloved young man and is a good introduction to our 
present subject. See p. 93. 

1 el xi tovtcov oIxsc6t£q6v Itmv. Presumably ourselves, or something 
within us, hence the neuter. 

* dvdgefa , a word intimately connected with dvijg, man. It is the quality 
that makes one a man. For a good discussion of it see Wilamowitz, I, 61. 



218 


PLATO’S THOUGHT 


suggesting that to be brave or manly is to stand one’s ground 
in battle. When this too simple definition is rejected, we 
find that courage is a kind of steadfastness of soul (xagregla 
ywxfjg). But this is not enough unless it is accompanied by 
knowledge, for you may be steadfast in a wrong cause. So 
knowledge makes an unobtrusive appearance, and it has come 
to stay. But what kind of knowledge ? Surely not the 
technical expertness in the use of arms ? On the contrary, a 
man who does not possess this expertness is all the braver for 
standing his ground. Here Nicias intervenes to say he has 
often heard Socrates maintain that we are good in so far as we 
are wise, i.e. that we are ‘ good at 5 whatever we know. If so, 
courage is knowledge of a kind, possibly of what is truly to be 
feared and what is not. Laches protests that courage and 
wisdom are very different things, but he only succeeds in 
proving that courage is different from a great many kinds of 
wisdom. 

If courage is a kind of wisdom, neither children nor animals 
can possess it since they do not possess reason, and it must 
be distinguished from mere recklessness, which often results 
in similar actions. The difference is that the brave man 
knows what is to be feared, e.g. he will face death because 
there are things he fears more than death. All this offers no 
difficulty. But to know what is to be feared ultimately implies 
knowledge of the future and of good and evil. This in turn 
implies all the virtues, so that we have failed to differentiate 
courage from the other virtues. 

The Charmides attempts to define sophrosyne, moderation or 
self-control. Several tentative definitions, such as gentle 
quietude ( rjavxtorrjg ) and to mind one’s own business, are 
declared unsatisfactory and Critias finally suggests that 
sophrosyne is to know oneself (164^ ff.). If this is the true 
definition, sophrosyne, being some special kind of knowledge, is 
a r 6x vr l> a cra ft or science requiring special knowledge, namely 
the knowledge of self. But how can a science be its own object ? 
(This step may seem illogical, the difficulty should be stated : 
can the knowing subject be the object of his own knowledge? 
As such it is real enough.) Then the moderate man, endowed 
with the science of science (imorrjfjt,rj huaxrjfxrjg) will be able to 
recognize knowledge both in himself and others. Seemingly 
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turning away from the difficulty of knowledge being its own 
object, Socrates attacks it from another angle : how can we 
tell whether a man be a good doctor, i.e. that he knows medi¬ 
cine, unless we know medicine ourselves ? How can we, that 
is, know that a man knows without knowing what he knows ? 
For surely it is not much use knowing that this man knows 
something. That will not enable us to make use of him. This 
difficulty will reappear in the Euthydemus. If there is a super¬ 
knowledge that directs the special sciences, what can its object 
be, since it cannot be either itself or the special sciences ? 

And yet, even though Plato seems unable to give a logical 
account of such a science, clearly he believed it to exist. For 
is this not precisely what his master Socrates claimed : that 
he knew his own ignorance and that he recognized both 
knowledge and ignorance in others ? And was Socrates not 
an illustrious proof that this wisdom did lead to goodness ? 
That is the fact which the Charmides fails to explain. When 
speaking of this science of science Plato seems to be feeling 
his way to two things : a system of logic, 1 i.e. a method of clear 
thinking and reasoning which he was to find in dialectic ; and 
also an objective reality towards which this super-knowledge 
can be directed. 

The old Delphic advice, Know thyself, is discussed from 
another angle in the First Alcibiades , with which it will be 
convenient to deal here for it continues the search for the 
object of such knowledge, namely the self. After some pre¬ 
vious discussion Socrates urges the necessity to £ care for 
oneself’ (128a). By this he explains he does not mean to 
care for one’s body, for this is the province of gymnastics ; nor 
for one’s clothes. But just as we cannot look after shoes until 
we know what a shoe is, so we must know what is meant by 
‘ oneself’. Now in every case the workman must be dis¬ 
tinguished from his tools. A cobbler not only uses instruments 
in making shoes but also his hands, eyes, &c. They are his 
tools, and he is different from them. Man uses the whole of 
his body, and must not be identified with it. The man him¬ 
self is something different, and that something is the soul. 
There are, Socrates recognizes, further difficulties, but this 
will do as a working definition (130c-*/). When, therefore, 

1 Ritter, I, 353 ff. 
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the god commands us to know ourselves, he means that man 
should study his own soul. 

The unsuccessful search for a definition of piety in the 
Euthyphro belongs to the same line of investigation. There too 
some attempt is made to reduce this particular virtue to know¬ 
ledge, namely knowledge of ritual, &c., but with little success. 

Three separate virtues have now been dealt with. But if 
each tends to reduce itself to knowledge, the question naturally 
arises whether this knowledge is everywhere the same, whether 
the commonly accepted virtues are not really one. It is not 
surprising, therefore, that we find in the Protagoras a discussion 
of the unity of virtue as well as an attempt to reduce particular 
virtues to knowledge. Socrates puts the whole problem afresh : 
Can virtue be taught ? Which, of course, is the same as 
asking whether goodness is knowledge. Then, accepting on 
Protagoras’ authority that it can (329 b)> he passes on to ask 
whether virtue is one or many (329^) : 

* All virtues (says Protagoras) are part of a whole, which is virtue. 

—But (asks Socrates) are they so in the same sense as the parts of 
the face, each of which is different from the others, or are they 
homogeneous parts of a whole, like bits of gold that are all gold ? 

—The former ... for men can be brave without being 
righteous ( dtxcuoi ) and righteous without being wise.’ 

Any such essential difference between the different forms of 
goodness Socrates proceeds to refute by trying to reduce them 
one by one to some form of knowledge. His arguments are 
purely logical, because he does not here discuss the nature or 
object of this knowledge. They are even at times fallacious, 
and one gets the impression that he is rapidly going over 
ground he had previously covered. 

He first attempts to force upon Protagoras the identity of 
piety with justice by a fallacy, the well-known confusion 
between a predicative judgement and one of identity, which 
was not finally cleared up till the Sophist (piety, you say, is 
not like the just, it is then like the not-just, it is therefore 
unjust 331 a-b). Protagoras sees through this, though he is 
forced to admit that the two virtues have a good deal in 
common. With moderation Socrates’ case is a little better, 
though his argument is still verbal, for it depends largely on 
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the common root in the Greek words for wisdom and modera- 
tion ( (pQov rjcng and aaxpQoavvrj) and its contrary (acpQoovvrj ). 
To act with moderation is to act wisely, moderation and 
wisdom have but one opposite : folly. They are therefore 
the same thing. Again, this does prove that the two words, 
wisdom and moderation, are in Greek used at times indifferently 
so that the two virtues cannot be very distinct. Further, So¬ 
crates proceeds, no one will assert that a man who sins against 
justice acts with moderation or control, so that justice and 
moderation (the latter having already been proved identical 
with wisdom) are identical. Courage in turn, after some 
considerable delay, is reduced, as in the Laches , to knowledge 
of what should or should not be feared. 

In the course of this argument occurs the famous passage on 
hedonism which has already been discussed in connexion 
with Plato’s theory of pleasure. 1 What is of interest here is 
that it once more points to the close connexion between good¬ 
ness and knowledge already found in the Gorgias . There, 
when Callicles had admitted that some pleasures are good, 
some bad, so that ultimately they must be judged by another 
criterion than pleasure itself, Socrates asked (5000) : 

* Can any man choose which pleasures are good, which evil, or 
does it require special knowledge in each case.’ 

Even Callicles must agree that a proper choice of pleasure 
requires special knowledge and is therefore the work of an 
expert (re%vix 6 g) a specialist in his own craft or science. So a 
little later it is definitely hinted that goodness is such a science. 2 
So also in the Protagoras , where the good life is reduced to the 
search for the greatest amount of pleasure, it requires the art 
of measuring one pleasure against another and this is a special 
kind of knowledge. Once more goodness is a a special 

craft or science. 

But if goodness is a matter of study, what does it study ? 
This question, already raised in the Charmides (how can we have 
a science of science ?) comes up again in the Euthydemus . In 
the passage which concerns us (2780-282 d) Socrates is giving 
a specimen of the right kind of reasoning in contrast to the 

x Pp- 59 ff- 

8 50 6 d where agert] is due to rdfei xal dQdoxrjn xal rixw* 
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methods of the two logic-choppers Euthydemus and Dionyso- 
dorus. The argument is therefore short and compressed, but 
it gives an excellent picture of the supreme science and of the 
main difficulty that remains unsolved. Knowledge, says 
Socrates, is essential to happiness. For to ‘ do well * ( evTv%eTv) 
in anything we must know how to act. Possessions are useless 
unless we know how to use them, and then only are they 
properly called blessings. 1 Wealth, health, and even beauty 
are of no value unless properly used, and to do this requires 
knowledge or wisdom (oo(p(a). Only then can we be truly 
said to fare well. In themselves these things are neither good 
nor bad ; they become good when wisely used. It follows that 
only wisdom is good, only ignorance evil. The question is : 
what is the special kind (or kinds) of knowledge required. 
Reverting to this argument a little later (288 d), Socrates adds 
that we must clearly practise philosophy, since it is the acquisi¬ 
tion of knowledge. But only of certain kinds of knowledge, 
for it is useless to know where to find a mass of gold, unless we 
know what to do with it, and the same is true of all the other 
arts and crafts. What we seek is not medicine, it is certainly 
not oratory, or hunting, or fishing. It is not even geometry, 
astronomy or arithmetic, for they too find things out of which 
others must make use, and their results, if they are wise, they 
hand over to dialecticians (290c). So also generals capture 
cities but hand them over to statesmen to administer. What of 
statesmanship itself? The difficulty here is that, while all the 
other arts are subordinate to it, we cannot find that statecraft, 
or the kingly art, has any reality apart from them. It appears 
as merely the sum of the others, and to be, as it were, its own 
object (292^). 2 No positive result is obtained. We still do 
not know what kind of knowledge is required. But it is certain 
that wisdom and happiness are closely related. What we need 
(as in the Charmides ) is a science that will make use of all the 
others as a statesman makes use of all the other subordinate 
crafts and this is here called dialectic. 

We may pause a moment to consider how far Plato has 
taken us in his exposition of the doctrine that goodness and 

1 Plato often insists on this point. Cp. Pausanias* insistence upon manner 
in Symp ., 181 a, Cp. also Laws , 661 b, &c. 

1 See p. 264. 
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virtue are a matter of knowledge or wisdom. He has shown 
that to be good at anything requires knowledge (Lysis), and so 
we must have knowledge to be good at the art of living. He 
has tried to reduce goodness in its different forms, the virtues, 
to some kind of knowledge ( Laches , Charmides , Euthyphro , Prota¬ 
goras) and to show that all virtue is essentially one (Protagoras), 
that even if pleasure be our aim, we must have the knowledge 
necessary to choose between pleasures ( Gorgias , Protagoras ). 
He has examined whether this knowledge be of oneself, inquired 
how such a knowledge can be (Charmides) and decided that self 
means the soul (Alcibiades) . Finally he has drawn a picture of 
this supreme knowledge towering above all others and making 
use of them all (Euthydemus ). 

The word r &%vv\ is the general name for any kind of craft or 
skill and the use made of it in all these discussions is in conscious 
opposition to the sophists. Gorgias despises r£%vai, and so 
does Protagoras 1 and it is characteristic of Socrates to claim 
this title for the science of life. Just as in the Apology we find 
him going to the craftsmen and artisans as to men who definitely 
possess a special kind of ‘ wisdom ’ to test how he, who knows 
nothing, can be wiser than they, so when he is persuaded that 
goodness is wisdom, he calls it a rtyrr], thus using for it a name 
which the man in the street understands, and which implies a 
definite kind of knowledge such as every one recognizes to 
exist in daily life. And so far he has not differentiated between 
the two kinds, except that their objects are different, as are the 
objects of every craft. Nor does he do so in the first book of 
the Republic , where he discusses with Thrasymachus the nature 
of justice (dixaioavvri) , here used as a general name for virtue. 
For the whole argument hinges on the fact that this virtue or 
excellence is a Te%vrj in the same sense as any other. If we 
keep that point clearly before us the whole discussion with its 
emphasis on the nature of technical knowledge (that it cannot 
ever err and that strictly speaking (axqi^el an expert 

can never make a mistake, that knowledge of a thing implies 
knowledge of its opposite (334)) becomes perfectly logical 
and justified. But it is rather unsatisfying, just because there 
is an essential difference between an ordinary craft and the 
knowledge that implies virtue, and this is made abundantly 
1 Gorgias, 450 b-c ; Protagoras , 318^. 
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clear in the Hippias Minor . The genuineness of this little work 
is established by a reference to it in Aristotle. 1 It reduces 
the identification of virtue with rixvrj, in the ordinary sense, to 
absurdity. 

The whole point is that the very knowledge which enables 
one to do something well also enables one most surely to do it 
badly. The man who can do a sum correctly is also the man 
who can, if he pleases, be certain to give the wrong answer. 
And this applies to every pursuit : the best liar in every case 
is the man who knows the truth ; the man who knows the 
way to do a thing right is also the one who knows most certainly 
how to do it wrong. Now if, as Socrates maintains, knowledge 
is good, the man who possesses it is a better man than the 
ignoramus. A man who sins knowingly is thereby a better man 
than one who does so unwittingly. Hippias quite rightly 
objects that this is not the view which the law takes of wrong¬ 
doing, but he cannot upset the argument. Granted that the 
power given by knowledge is virtue, then the more of such 
power we possess the better we are, irrespective of the way we 
use it. And the dialogue ends on this absurdity. 

Now it should be noted that this ambivalence of knowledge 
is true in the domain of ordinary arts and crafts : a famous 
doctor who lets a patient die, though he knows how to save 
him, is none the less a better doctor than the ignorant practitioner 
who accidentally hits upon a cure without knowing the reason 
of his success. Instances could easily be multiplied, but the 
general truth is quite established : technical or scientific skill 
can do harm or good, according to the way it is used, but 
this does not affect the quality of the knowledge. 

Now we know that Socrates said that 4 no man does wrong 
on purpose implying that the knowledge of what is right 
is enough to ensure right action. Indeed as much is implied, 
even in the Hippias. 2 But why should this be so ? He can only 
avoid the absurd conclusion of the Hippias if he recognizes that 
goodness is not knowledge in the same sense as other kinds, 
that ethics or the knowledge of good and evil is not a science 
in the same sense as medicine, engineering, carpentry are 

1 Metaphysics A , 1025 a > 6 ff. 

* 37 6b : ei 7 ieg rig iertiv ofirog —‘ if there be such a man * implying that 
there is not. For this sense of elneq cp. Euthypkro, 8 d. 
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sciences. To say that virtue is a T&yyr\ is not enough, for it 
must be something more. And if we continue to maintain 
that goodness is knowledge and that no one sins on purpose, 
as Plato did, we must discover in what way this knowledge is 
different from the others, since it quite clearly cannot be used 
for an evil purpose. 

Wisdom does, however, detach itself from goodness in one 
sense. While it is still impossible to be wise without being 
good it becomes possible to be good without being wise, 
because a distinction is established between knowledge and 
right opinion or belief. Though the latter has no guarantee 
of permanence and can give no account of itself, yet good 
conduct can be based upon it; and so we are not surprised to 
find, in the Republic , that moderation, self-control and courage 
can exist without wisdom. Of the three classes in the state— 
the rulers, the auxiliaries and the people—only the first, who 
are by far the least in number, possess wisdom, the nature of 
which is as yet undefined. The others must possess right 
belief: the auxiliary guardians, for example, whose duty it is 
to defend the state in the field, must have courage. This, for 
them, is defined no longer as the knowledge of what is the 
proper thing to fear (e.g. death rather than the shame of deser¬ 
tion) but as the right belief as to what should be feared (429). 
They will acquire this belief through an education in physical 
culture and the arts which will be designed by the rulers. The 
rulers on the other hand, to do this, must know that which the 
others believe . And they alone have knowledge. The equation 
of virtue with knowledge is thus considerably modified since 
virtue of a kind can exist without it. But only virtue of a kind 
definitely inferior : not only is the virtue of the rulers, based 
as it is upon their knowledge and directly derived from it, more 
perfect and more stable, but the virtue of others is based upon 
the ruler’s knowledge, since they devise the system of education 
and persuasion by which such right belief is acquired. The 
knowledge of the rulers is, as the central books of the Republic 
tell us, the knowledge of the Forms, 

For this is the answer we have been seeking. The knowledge 
of the eternal Ideas is the supreme knowledge foreshadowed 
in the Euthydemus and the Ideas are the object of the science 
of science. It is not immediately obvious why such knowledge 

15 
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ensures goodness, and to this point we will return after the study 
of Plato’s system of education. 

Before we pass on to this, however, we shall follow the fate 
of the Socratic formula ‘ no man sins on purpose in the 
remaining dialogues and see how Plato remained faithful to this 
paradox. 

Great importance is attached in the Republic to order and 
harmony in the soul. 1 This is necessary, not only to the 
philosopher for whom all virtues are truly one since they all 
inevitably follow from his wisdom and knowledge of the Forms, 
but even the lowest class must possess sophrosyne and dtxaioavvrj 
(justice) which both imply it. We thus have two kinds of 
virtue, that of the ordinary man, and that of the philosopher. 
Both have harmony in the soul, but the former also has know¬ 
ledge. To these two kinds of virtue must, of course, correspond 
two sorts of vice. 

So in the Sophist 227^-228^, Plato establishes a clear difference 
between two kinds of evil ( Kama) in the soul : the first is like 
disease in the body, it is discord between c opinion and desire, 
feelings and pleasure, reason and pain ’, for in inferior men these 
different parts of himself are at variance. Cowardice, de¬ 
pravity, sinfulness (adixla) are of this kind. The other kind 
of evil is far more fundamental and is rather like ugliness than 
disease : it is ignorance. All men warn the good, but when¬ 
ever they set out to attain it, their lack of knowledge causes 
them to miss their aim. Now men generally recognize the first 
kind of evil, the disorder in the soul, as wickedness, but they 
fail to see the far more fundamental evil that is ignorance : 
this they do not speak of as evil at all. Yet clearly it is far 
more important. And there is a proper way of dealing with 
each kind : crime due to perturbation of soul (i.e. to lack of 
self-control, of mastery over self) must be punished, but the 
proper way to deal with ignorance is teaching the truth. And as 
ever the worst form of ignorance is that which believes it knows. 

The subject is not further pursued in this dialogue. The 
notion of moral evil as a disease of the soul is quite common in 
Plato. 2 Here, however, it is restricted to disharmony between 
the different parts of the soul, to the vice therefore which is the 
opposite of that sophrosyne which we saw that every man 

1 Cp. Gorgias , 50 6d-e. 2 e.g. Rep. y 444 d ; Tim. y 8 6 d (see below). 
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(even those incapable of knowledge) should possess. Igno¬ 
rance is far more fundamental: it is generally the lack of 
philosophic knowledge, and like ugliness this is an evil that 
most men cannot mend ; though it also includes that worse 
ignorance of those who think they know what they do not know, 
of those, that is, who have wrong moral beliefs. Both kinds of 
ignorance are to be cured by teaching and Plato is asserting 
that education is a far more powerful fighter against evil than 
mere corrective justice. The whole passage occurs by the way 
in the course of an attempt to define the sophist by a process of 
division. The two different kinds of vice are not fully analysed 
or explained. For our purpose it is the distinction between 
them that is important. 

A similar distinction is found in the Timaeus (8 6 a ff). As so 
often in Plato, the terminology is quite different. All vice is 
here called disease of the soul, and all evil is avoia or lack of 
wisdom. There are, however, two kinds of dvota , madness and 
ignorance. Madness is again the lack of balance in the soul, 
e.g. the excessive desire for sexual intercourse and other pas¬ 
sions. Ignorance remains unexplained. The interesting point 
about this passage, however, is that the vice which is called 
madness is definitely attributed to physiological causes : an 
excess of semen or of bitter phlegms. This very close connexion 
between physical disease and lack of balance in the soul is one 
which is not pursued in Plato. We should perhaps remember 
that it is (like the whole creation myth) put into the mouth of 
Timaeus, the Pythagorean, though the whole question of the 
influence of bodily states upon the mind or soul is one which 
remains obscure. 

In the Timaeus too (86 d) it is emphatically asserted once 
more that all sin is involuntary. And the same is true of the 
ninth book of the Laws (860 d ff. cp. 73 ir), where the Athenian 
stranger is considering the problem of evil from the legal and 
judicial aspect. A most important distinction is first made 
between inflicting injury (/Ma/fy) and sinning ( ddixeTv ). 
Injury can be done accidentally or on purpose. Note that 
Plato does speak of injury done on purpose (861*) but not of 
sinning on purpose. This is because the word adixla , which I 
translate sin or sinfulness, implies a depraved state in the soul, 
which no one willingly incurs. 
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About unintentional injury there is little discussion. It is a 
class recognized in law and by men generally. Intentional 
injury is the debatable class. In both cases the concern of the 
law is primarily to estimate the injury done and to compensate 
it, but as the lawgiver is an educator also, he will, says the 
Athenian, try to heal the injury into friendship, as sinfulness is 
due to ‘ disease in the soul \ He will teach men to love 
justice, and where both persuasion and correction fail, the 
sinner will be put to death, as an example to others. The 
penalty of death will be restricted to such hopeless cases. 
Plato then establishes three causes of intentional injuries : 
temper, i.e. anger, fear and other feelings corresponding to the 
second part of the soul of the Republic ; pleasure, corresponding 
to the lowest, the passionate part; and ignorance. The latter 
is, as usual, divided into simple ignorance, and that worse 
kind which thinks it knows. The former does but little damage ; 
the latter, when accompanied by strength and power, does a 
great deal. Now temper, pleasure and ignorance each seek 
their own satisfaction, though these may lie in opposite direc¬ 
tions. And the Athenian proceeds (8630) : 

c And now I would define for you, clearly and simply what I 
mean by the righteous and the sinful (dIxaiov xal adixov). The 
tyranny in the soul of temper, fear, pleasure, pain, envy and 
desires, whether it does harm or no, I call sinfulness in any case. 
But when a city or some individuals have any belief as to what is 
best, wherever it be among those emotions that they think to find it, 
and if that belief rules in their soul and regulates the whole man, 
then, even if they are mistaken to some extent, any action so per¬ 
formed is right. Whatever in each individual is ruled by this con¬ 
viction is right also, and is best for the whole life of men. But men 
generally call injury thus inflicted unintentional sin. We will not, 
however, quarrel about words, but as we have found three kinds of 
error, we must fix them in our minds.’ 

And after recapitulating them, he proceeds to establish at 
length the punishments for various crimes. 

We have then first unintentional injuries, which are not hard 
to deal with. Then intentional injuries which can be due to 
temper, pleasure or ignorance. The first two of these can be 
classed together in contrast to the third : they are the direct 
result of civil war in the soul between the various desires and 
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fears, and they correspond to what is called 4 disease in the soul 5 
in the Sophist and 4 madness 5 in the Timaeus. They are involun¬ 
tary, for all sin is so, and it is these that Plato defines as adixia. 
He does not here say why he refuses to call them voluntary, 
but he has made it clear enough, from the Gorgias on, why he 
considers that no man would willingly harbour such dis¬ 
turbance in his soul. In the Sophist he quietly restricts the 
word adixia to this class. Here he emphatically asserts that 
the other class of errors, those due to ignorance, should never 
be called sin, &dixov> at all, though they do the greatest dam¬ 
age (863 e). Whatever is done by a disciplined soul, under 
the influence of ignorance and wrong opinion, is not a sin at 
all. Here indeed men speak of 4 involuntary sin but they 
are wrong. A mistaken fanatic does more harm than any 
man, but he is no sinner. Indeed Plato goes so far as to say 
that this ignorance is only man’s desire for knowledge about 
the good, misdirected. 1 He is here not so much defending the 
Socratic doctrine of involuntary sin, for men will agree that 
offences due to ignorance are involuntary. He is emphasizing, 
in forcibly paradoxical language, two things : first, that 
discipline in the soul is in itself a good thing, that it is better 
that reason should mislead than not lead at all; in the second 
place that what does most harm in the world is not sinfulness 
but ignorance, and, as he tells us in the Sophist , this should 
be remedied ultimately not by punishment, but by knowledge 
and education—which brings us back once more to Socrates’ 
belief that goodness is knowledge. 

We thus find the Socratic formula reasserted to the very 
last in Plato’s works. We find also a division of wrongdoing 
into two classes. The names applied to them are not always 
the same, indeed the terminology is inconsistent. But the 
difference between the two classes is quite clear : the first is 
the lack of any kind of balance between passions, feelings and 
intellect or the usurping of the intellect’s place as ruler or 
governor by either of the others. It is the vice which is the 

1 864 # : ehnldcov xal ddfyg dXrjQoVg negl rd dgurcov i(peoig tqItov 
ixeQov. ‘ The urge towards hope and true opinion about the best is 
another, a third (cause of error),’ i.e. the desire for truth, when mistaken 
and allied to force of character (863c) causes great harm. But this is not 
adixta. The text is sound. 
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opposite of self-control, craxpQoavvr ], and righteousness, dixaioovvr) y 
in the Republic , the two virtues that belonged to all classes. 
The second kind of vice is ignorance, and if Plato refuses to 
call this a&ixia or sinfulness in the Laws it is to emphasize that 
corrective justice, dixrj, is no help here. The only way to 
remove this, and here the Sophist , Timaeus and Laws agree, 
is not by punishment but by education. 

II. Systems of Education 

An excellent outline of the Athenian methods of education 
is put in Protagoras’ mouth in the dialogue that bears his 
name (325c) : 

‘ As soon as a child can understand what is said to him, the nurse, 
the mother, the attendant slave, and the father himself, vie with 
each other to make him very good. By every word and deed they 
teach him and show him that this is right, that wrong, this beautiful, 
that ugly, this pious, that impious, that he must do this and avoid 
that. And it may be that he willingly obeys their advice. If not, 
like a sapling that is becoming crooked and twisted they attempt to 
correct him by threats and blows. Later they send him to school, 
with instructions to the teachers to pay more attention to the orderly 
behaviour of the children than to writing or music. The teachers 
look after them, and when they have learned to read and are now 
coming to the point where they understand what is written, as 
before what was spoken, the works of great poets are put by them 
on their benches and they are forced to read and learn them. There 
they find much advice, many stories, much praise and eulogies of 
the good men of old, so that the child becomes zealous to emulate 
them and to become such a man himself. 

The same is true of the music teachers : they too pay attention 
to moderate conduct, that the youths may do nothing wrong. 
Besides this, when they have learned to play the lyre, they are 
taught the works of other good poets and the tunes of lyric poetry. 
The rhythm and melodies are made to dwell in the souls of the 
children that they may become gentler, and as they absorb rhythm 
and melody they become the better able to speak and to act. For 
the whole life of man needs good rhythm and harmony. 

Then furthermore they are sent to a teacher of gymnastics, that 
their stronger bodies may be the servants of useful thought, lest a bad 
physique might make them cowards in war or elsewhere. 

All this parents do to the best of their ability, and the most able to 
do it are the rich ; their children start to go to school earlier, and 
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leave it later. Once they have left school, the state compels them to 
learn the laws and to take these as patterns to be followed in life lest 
they act rashly for lack of guidance. Just in the same way as a 
teacher teaches letters to those who are not yet good at them by 
making an outline upon the slate, and compels them to write by 
filling in the outline ; so the city also has made its laws as tracings, 
which are discoveries of good lawgivers of old. In accordance with 
these it compels men to govern and be governed, and punishes any 
one who transgresses. The name of this punishment, in your city 
and many places elsewhere, is correction, because justice corrects. 

When so much care is taken about goodness (aqexr}) both publicly 
and privately, are you at a loss to know whether virtue can be 
taught ? * 

This rapid picture, slightly idealized perhaps, of Athenian 
education shows us how it appeared to other thinkers before 
Socrates. The idea that virtue and moderation were the aim 
of education was not new ; we find it also in Aristophanes. 
But Socrates wondered whether the educators themselves had 
any clear idea of what they taught, and further, who were the 
right teachers ? When he raised the question : can virtue 
be taught ? 1 he was really emphasizing that if it could be 
taught, it must be knowledge of some sort. Nor was he satis¬ 
fied as easily as Protagoras regarding the competence of the 
teachers. As long as children were learning to read and write 
and play the lyre, there was no difficulty ; men knew who could 
teach these things. But beyond this ? Protagoras’ answer is: 
the parents and the city, the latter presumably being the 
ordinary citizen, in assembly and in private, and the poli¬ 
ticians. To these the sophists must, of course, be added. 

The claims of these various teachers of goodness are examined 
in the Meno , just at the moment when Anytus happens 2 to 
join Socrates and Meno. Who teaches goodness ? There is 
no difficulty in deciding who teaches handicrafts or sciences 
such as medicine. Nor is it difficult to find claimants in this 
case, for goodness and citizen virtue is just what the sophists 
profess to teach. Are they, then, the teachers we are seeking 
to find? The democrat’s reply is surprisingly violent (91c) : 

1 e.g. in Meno, 87 c, Protagoras , 3296. 

2 Meno , 89* ff. This sudden appearance of Anytus is probably the worst 
piece of dramatic technique in Plato, all the more curious in that the Meno 
is a very vivid work. 
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‘ By Herakles, Socrates, don’t be blasphemous. May no member 
of my household, no friend, fellow-citizen or guest-friend of mine, 
ever be mad enough to expose himself to the harm those fellows do, 
for they obviously harm and corrupt their followers.’ 

Socrates expresses some surprise : do the sophists fiot make a 
good deal of money by their teaching ? They cannot be as 
bad as that. 1 But he does not pursue the subject before 
Anytus 5 fury, except to make him admit that he never has had 
anything to do with any sophist ! They are lightly dismissed 
with the words : c there may be something in what you say \ 
Plato’s own attitude towards the sophists is perfectly clear from 
the Gorgias , the Protagoras and the Sophist : even the best of 
them have not examined the implications of their own position, 
they either teach mere rhetorical technique, or else they cleverly 
express the prejudices of the mob. They do not know what 
knowledge is, or the object of knowledge, and they are teachers 
of falsehood. The next claimant, the ordinary man, is put 
forward by Anytus. Asked for the name of a teacher of 
virtue he replies (92^) : 

* Why must you have the name of one man ? Any good and true 
Athenian will make a boy better than the sophists can, if he will 
obey.’ 

and the Athenians good and true learned from those before 
them. Since the best Athenians, for Anytus, are obviously the 
great political leaders, Socrates wonders why, if they can teach 
so well, they did not teach their own sons better, an argument 
also used in the Protagoras. Exasperated beyond endurance, 
Anytus, with an ominous warning to Socrates that he had 
better be careful—which reminds us that he was to be one of 
his accusers—withdraws. But in fact, says Socrates, turning 
again to Meno, politicians do not all even profess to be able 
to teach civic virtue. He explains this by saying that they 
only have right belief, not knowledge. Hence they cannot 
be teachers at all. They have no more knowledge than poets 
or priests. Thus Socrates attacked the system depicted by 
Protagoras : those professed teachers, the sophists, statesmen, 
poets or ordinary citizens are no teachers in any real sense, for 

1 The ironical intent here is presumably that money should appeal to 
Anytus, the son of a self-made man (see 90a). 
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they have no certain knowledge. They promise virtue and 
excellence, but cannot even tell us what virtue is ; they 
promise reputation and success in public life, but what are 
these to a man who does not know what to do with them ? 
The most important thing that man can learn is surely to seek 
happiness not in mere trappings and externals, but within 
his own mind or soul. The first duty of a citizen is to be a 
good citizen, of a man to be a good man. And what is good¬ 
ness ? It is surely to be sought within and the first duty of a 
man is to look after himself, and his real self (as he said in the 
Alcibiades ) is his soul. It is his duty, therefore, to know himself, 
as Apollo commands. Not to absorb, as the sophists would 
have him do, the prejudices of his environment, but to examine 
them for himself for, as he tells us in the Apology , x the uncritical 
life is not worth living. A quite new factor, self-education, 
thus makes its appearance. 

This setting up of the private individual’s conscience as the 
ultimate arbiter, is hedged in and obscured by Socrates’ 
intense conviction that a man must obey the laws of his city 
—or take the consequences. And when Socrates set himself 
against the government, as he did not hesitate to do under the 
Thirty, or opposed the clamorous desires of the multitude, he 
was always prepared to face the punishment. He did not, 
apparently, consider the possibility of a clash between his inner 
convictions and the laws of Athens, but he did not hesitate to 
disobey the law as interpreted by his fellow-citizens, even if he 
respected their verdict and refused to run away. 

This 4 tendance of the soul ’, this personal attempt to become 
as good as possible, Socrates interpreted as a search for the 
truth in moral questions by men actuated by love of wisdom 
(cpdoacxpla) ; and to develop this love was for Plato the supreme 
aim of education. He was very clearly aware of the difference 
between education and instruction. And the doctrine of 
Reminiscence emphasizes that man possesses a special capacity 
for this search after Truth : that there is in the human mind 
something that will c see ’ the truth if only it is ‘ turned in the 
right direction \ 

In the Meno we have a practical application of this principle. 
Meno’s slave, who is totally ignorant of geometry, simply by 

1 38a : 6 dk dve&Taoiog filog otf puorog dvOgcbjup. 
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answering Socrates’ questions and without being told a single 
fact, discovers that, to construct a square double the area of a 
given square, one must build the second on the diagonal of the 
first. He makes mistakes but corrects them himself, and this 
striking passage (826 ff.) might well be taken for all time 
as a pattern of the proper method to teach even the facts of 
mathematics. 

The fundamental principle of education is clearly expressed 
in the Republic . Socrates has just described, in the well-known 
parable of the cave, how men rise from the darkness of the 
world of phenomena and the uncertainties of belief into the 
radiant land of knowledge (5186) : 

* Education is not what some people declare it to be. They say 
that they put into the soul knowledge that was not there before, like 
putting sight into blind eyes. 

—They certainly say so. 

—But our present argument shows that this power is present in the 
soul of all, the instrument wherewith every one acquires knowledge. 
It is as if a man could turn his eyes from darkness unto light only 
by moving his whole body towards it ; so with his whole soul he 
must be led from the world of becoming, until it is able to endure the 
contemplation of reality and of that in reality which shines most 
brightly, which is the good. 

—Yes. 

—And the art (r£x vr l) °f education is then concerned with this 
very question : how the man shall most easily and completely be 
turned around. It is not a matter of giving him sight. He 
possesses that. But he is facing in the wrong direction and does not 
look where he ought. That is the problem.’ 

But I anticipate. The educational programme of the Republic 
is divided into two parts. The first, which is described in the 
second and third book before the theory of Ideas has made its 
appearance, is the education of the whole guardian class, rulers 
and soldiers. It is the Platonic counterpart of the training in 
physical culture and the arts which was common at Athens. 
The second, the higher education of the philosopher-rulers, is to 
lead them to an understanding of the eternal verities, and is 
restricted to them. 

It should be realized that from beginning to end Plato 
insists, with as much emphasis as any modern psychologist, 



EDUCATION 


235 

upon the supreme importance of training in the earliest years 
of life. Already in the Euthyphro we find Socrates asserting, 
not without irony, that Meletus, in accusing him of corrupting 
the young, is putting first things first‘just as a good farmer will 
be right first to look after the young plants, and only later 
after the others’ (2d). 1 In the second book of the Republic 
he says (377 b) : 

* Do you realize that the beginning of any thing is most important, 
especially for something both young and tender? For it is then 
especially that it is shaped, and takes on any mould that one wants 
to impress upon it.’ 2 * * * * * 

and it is upon the tremendous influence of the stories told by 
nurses and mothers to small children that he, in the first 
instance, bases his argument for the censorship of art. But 
he does not, here, enter into any details of infant education. 
It would seem that a sense of its importance grew upon him, 
for the subject is treated at some length in the Laws . Educa¬ 
tion in the arts is discussed first. The important place given 
to poetry and music is no novelty, and Plato is fully Greek in 
believing that they have tremendous power in moulding 
character. But the lengthy discussion of art, and the ruthless 
rejection of the most revered poets, or at least of a great deal 
of their work was, as was pointed out in discussing art, 
thoroughly revolutionary. He seems to indicate that further 
discussion is required by the statement that one cannot be 
completely cultured ({aovomoq) until one knows and can recog¬ 
nize the different ‘ forms 5 (eidrj) of moderation, courage, &c., 
both in themselves and in their images, and goes on very 
briefly to discuss the incompatibility of pleasure and self- 
control, ending with a prohibition of homosexual intercourse. 8 

1 The Apology , of course, shows that Meletus did not deserve the credit. 
There, too, Socrates is fully aware of the difficulty of dispelling prejudices 
against himself which had been acquired in childhood and adolescence. 

2 Gp. 424*. 

8 This whole passage 402^-403^, consists of rapid references to topics which 

Plato does not wish to discuss in detail till later. Nor could he do so until 

the central books of the Republic were written. In view of this, though the 

reader who was not familiar with the Platonic Forms could understand eidrj 
aaxpQoavvrjs in the usual way as kinds of virtues, and ‘ images' as nothing in 

particular, Glaucon who knows all about the theory (475*) and any reader 

in the same position is warned that the real ftovcnxij will come later and is 



PLATO’S THOUGHT 


236 

There was nothing very startling, to an Athenian, in the 
section on gymnastic training, though Plato insists, more than 
most of his contemporaries would have done, that the real 
aim of physical training is to enable the soul to do its part 
unhindered. A good soul, by its own excellence, will bring 
about the excellence of the body, not vice versa. The Platonic 
guardian must keep fit, but he knows why he keeps fit. 
Drunkenness must be avoided. The guardians will not train 
like professional athletes, for these are a sleepy race and easily 
upset by the least disturbance of their diet, while our soldiers 
must be ready to face privations. Hence the key word to their 
athletic, as to their 4 musical 5 training, is simplicity, ajzXdrrjQ* 
Their diet will be homerically simple and they will avoid 
courtesans, cakes and all highly spiced dishes. Simplicity in 
mousike makes for self-control as simplicity in physical culture 
makes for health. Such a man will be as far as possible his 
own judge and his own doctor. 

Plato then—41 or—tells us that both mousike and gymnastics 
are needed in education, and both have the welfare of the 
soul in view. Neither alone leads to a satisfactory result, for 
gymnastics alone makes a man rough and quick-tempered, 
while mousike alone makes him too soft. What we should 
aim at is a proper balance of those two elements, temper and 
love of learning. These are the main principles of education, 
and there is no need, says Socrates, to go into further detail. 
The details will follow naturally enough if the main lines are 
sound. The whole of the system here described aims at 
implanting in the young right habits and ways of thinking, 
that is ‘ right beliefs 5 , for the virtues of the (auxiliary) guardians 
simply consist in their ability to hold on to these beliefs in 
spite of temptation, throughout life (412^). The health of the 
state as a whole depends upon the right education of the 
guardians, and we must beware of too frequent innovations. 

not forgotten. To him eixdvsq avr&v —images of virtue—must mean these 
virtues as they appear in particular acts. I do not think these ‘ images 9 
can be works of art. The artist as a ‘ copyist ’ and a maker of images three 
times removed from reality belongs to Book X. Hitherto he has been an 
* impersonator * only (see pp. 185 ff.). The plural eldr\ should offer no 
difficulty. There is, of course, only one sldoq of each virtue. The whole 
passage betrays the haste of a man who is conscious of having spent a very 
long time on one topic and is hurrying on to the next. 
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We must not be * revolutionaries 5 in gymnastic and ‘ musical 5 
training (424ft). The whole state is affected by changes in the 
arts. Lawlessness in art leads to lawlessness in general. 
Children must therefore be taught to play in an orderly and 
lawful manner. This hostility to change, and the importance 
of early play-habits will receive fuller treatment in the Laws . 
Given education, there will be fewer lawsuits, more honesty 
in business and also far less petty legislation which men are so 
apt to mistake for the best (425 and 427a). 

When he comes to the higher education of the rulers, the 
real lovers of wisdom, Plato makes the distinction between the 
two quite clear. Gymnastic gave them health, while mousike 
(522a) : 

‘ educates our guardians by habituation (eOeoi ncudevovoa ), giving 
them a certain harmony by means of music, not knowledge, and 
by means of rhythm a certain balance ( evQvdjLita ). The stories of 
literature, whether in fact true or not, make for kindred qualities. 
But there is no learning there which leads to what you are now 
seeking.’ 

For what he is now seeking is the certain knowledge of philo¬ 
sophy. The earlier education is necessary for all guardians who 
must in the first place be trained to good habits and beliefs. 
Most of them indeed will get no farther. But those who 
possess the appropriate qualities, so frequently described in the 
intervening books, namely memory, intelligence, greathearted¬ 
ness, grace, who, being by nature akin to them, love truth, 
right, courage and moderation, 1 those philosophical souls are 
capable of more. They must acquire the supreme science 
referred to in earlier dialogues, the science which is goodness, 
they must be led to apprehend the Ideas. What education 
will lead them on their way ? 

Plato’s answer is well known : the mathematical sciences 
provide the studies propaedeutic to philosophy. Arithmetic 
comes first. The science of numbers in its widest sense is at 
the very root of all scientific thinking, and of all practical arts 
as well : for, as Plato said, if we cannot distinguish unity from 
multiplicity we cannot think, and scarcely act, at all. Our 

1 e.g. 487a : fiirffMov, evjuadrjs , fxeyaXonQen^g, e$x a Q l S> <p&og re Mai ovyyevijg 
dArfleCag, dvdqetag, oaxpQoovvrjg, cp. 4895 ff., 535^ ff. 
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perceptions are frequently contradictory. Whenever we get 
beyond simple perceptions such as c this is a finger whenever 
we try to understand size, weight, width, hardness, we at once 
find ourselves tied up by a number of contradictions. The 
qualities of particular things are relative to those of other 
phenomena. The same object is both hard and soft, big or 
small when compared with one thing or another, and our 
mind is at a loss. It is here that the science of numbers comes 
to the rescue : it teaches us the meaning of unity and plurality. 
It teaches us how all these qualities, though a plurality in so 
far as they appear in many phenomena, are yet in a sense one y 
(5236-5256) and thus help us to reach the truth. This science 
of numbers also has some practical applications in trade and 
war and these may be useful if we have to persuade men to 
accept our laws. What is important to the educator, how¬ 
ever, is that it leads men, more than any other science, to an 
understanding of the truth. It is a difficult science, but it is 
essential. In this way does Plato include under the science of 
numbers a good deal of what would seem to belong rather to 
the province of logic. 

Having thus vindicated the function of arithmetic he goes 
on to geometry, the science of two dimensional things, or 
rather, as he would put it following the Pythagoreans, of num¬ 
ber in two dimensions. This too has its practical applications, 
but the proper object of geometry is not bodies at all but 
hypothetical perfect planes, for actual matter nowhere, of 
course, exists in two dimensions. Stereometry, or the science 
of the third dimension, comes next (and Socrates complains 
that this science has scarcely been invented yet), to be followed 
by astronomy. Just as stereometry is not the science of material 
bodies, but of perfect, i.e. hypothetical, shapes in three dimen¬ 
sions, so here the stars, being material, are not the proper 
objects of this science. In fact, what Plato has in mind is not 
astronomy at all, but kinetics or dynamics : i.e. the study of 
the laws of motion, how perfect mathematical bodies (which 
do not exist in the physical world) would move in mathe¬ 
matical space. 1 Lastly, harmonics or the science of sound. 

1 There is no need to suppose (with Adam, notes ad loc.) that Plato 
‘ conceives of a mathematical ovgavdg of which the visible heavens are but a 
blurred and imperfect expression Surely in such a non-spatial heaven 
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Here again, Socrates maintains that the science concerns 
itself with the mathematical proportions and ratios which 
produce harmony. The Pythagoreans had reduced the 
different notes of the tetrachord to numerical ratios : i.e. 
the ratios between the different lengths of a single string 
that would produce them. That (says Plato) is the proper 
way, as against experimental investigation by purely em¬ 
pirical means whether another note could be found in any 
interval. 

These are the sciences which, if pursued to the point where 
their essential kinship becomes clear (em rrjv dXXrjXoov 
xoivcoviav ), will lead man on to the realization of truth. But 
they are only a beginning, for we need, above and beyond all 
this, the science of dialectic: of giving and receiving an account 
of things (5312— dovval re xai anodexeoQcu Xoyov). As to the 
nature of this dialectic, it is clearly the power to think and 
express oneself logically. And as he has insisted that the 
objects of logical thought—the universal, the Forms—exist, 
he can speak of dialectic as the discovery of these Forms. But 
it is also the study of scientific method itself—which would 
bring us back to the old difficulty of the Charmides , how can a 
science be its own object ? For the present we may therefore 
consider dialectic mainly as the power of apprehending the 
Ideas, of thinking logically, so that the content of one’s thought 
corresponds to Reality. 

Dialecticians will thus grasp the Forms and finally the 
supreme Form. They will be able to classify things in 
accordance with those Forms, and will discuss (ask questions 
and answer them 534^) with perfect truth and perfect logic : 
dialectic is the c keystone of the whole structure of science * 
(5340). And so later, when in the Sophist we find that the 
Forms themselves are interrelated, the dialectician, who sees 
and knows these Forms, will also be the only one able to 
understand and to formulate these relations. He will also be 
the man who sees truth as a whole, and can make correlations 

there could be no movement at all. The curious expression at 529c : ‘ the 
speed or slowness of true shapes in true measure 9 refers to the study of the 
laws of motion, only imperfectly realized in the physical heaven. This is 
not ‘ an undue extension of the methods of pure mathematics to 
Astronomy 9 ; it if pure mathematics, and not astronomy, in our sense, 
at all. 
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between different parts of it. 1 Having explained the nature 
of the sciences which are to be part of the higher education 
and, one may presume, of the plan of studies he attempted 
to follow in the Academy, Plato returns to his educational 
legislation (535 ff.). He once more gives a catalogue of the 
qualities the would-be philosophers must possess. And if they 
are to pursue this course of study successfully, they must start 
young. No compulsion must be used for, as he says, anticipat¬ 
ing once more the most modern theories of education, c a free 
man must not learn anything by slavish compulsion . . . 
learning forced upon the soul does not remain. . . . Children 
should learn in play’ (536*). 

So in play the propaedeutic studies must be tasted in child¬ 
hood besides the ordinary education in mousike and gymnastics. 
The last two or three years of adolescence are given over almost 
entirely to physical training, including some military service. 
The youths have been watched from the very first with a view 
to selecting the future rulers : at the age of twenty the selection 
takes place, and special honours are paid to the successful. 
The somewhat scattered and erratic scientific knowledge they 
have acquired is now taken up in earnest and taught scienti¬ 
fically till their interconnexion becomes clear. This will last 
for ten years. 

A further selection is made at thirty; it is especially strict, 
for the course of dialectics which follows, being a questioning 
of first principles, is fraught with danger for any but the most 
balanced, 2 and many precautions must be taken. Those who 
pass this stringent test follow a five-year course in dialectic. 
After this they must take part in public affairs and fill the 
offices of state so that ‘ they may not be behind the others in 
practical experience 9 (5390) • This period lasts fifteen years. 
At fifty they are allowed to retire from active life if they have 
justified themselves. They are now rulers in the full sense 
and spend most of their time in contemplation of the good, 
except when they must take turns in governing the state. 
This is not a pleasant task for them but they must do so for 
the sake of the state and to bring up others like themselves. 

1 537c : 6 yaq dtdXexTixdg avvo 7 zrix 6 g } 6 d£ pf) ofl. 

1 5390. Plato comes very near to admitting that Socrates’ teaching may 
well have done harm to some. 
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At their death the greatest honours will be paid to them. 
All that has been said of men applies to women also. 1 

There is no further complete discussion of education before 
we come to the Laws . But there are a few passages which 
help us to understand Plato’s ideal of education and his 
criticisms of the Athenian system. 

We saw above that Plato distinguishes between two kinds of 
evil, of which the greater is due to ignorance. He then makes 
a most interesting distinction between two kinds of moral 
education and in this context he is clearly thinking mainly 
of the inculcation of ethical principles. The first is [Sophist, 
229*) : 

‘ The old ancestral method, which the majority of people even 
now use towards their erring sons : sometimes they are angry, 
sometimes they more gently exhort them. And this whole method 
may be called the hortative [vovderrjnxij). 

This is, though Plato does not say so, the method depicted by 
Protagoras in the passage quoted above, the method of Anytus 
and the ordinary man. Its fault, as Plato proceeds to explain, 
is that once we realize that all ignorance is involuntary, and 
that as long as a man thinks he knows he will not be willing 
to learn, we see clearly that : ‘ for all the trouble it takes the 
hortatory kind of education achieves little \ a What is needed 
is obviously different. There follows a simple yet excellent 
description of the other, the Socratic, method. Those who 
realize the difficulty (230 b) : 

* when any one believes himself to be saying something worth 
while on a certain subject, ask questions about it. As men wander 
without consistency in their beliefs, they do not find the examination 
difficult : they gather these beliefs together in conversation and 
place them side by side. And they show that these beliefs contradict 
each other on the same aspect of the same subject. The pupils, 
realizing it, are angry with themselves, but gentler to others, and in 
this manner they get rid of proud and fixed beliefs about themselves. 

1 At the end of this account of higher education, Socrates reaffirms his 
belief in the importance of early training by remarking that if such a city is 
ever to be realized, it would be advisable to exile everybody over ten to 
begin with. 

* Gp. Laws , 729 b : where the Athenian says example is far more effective 
than any amount of exhortation. 

16 
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This kind of deliverance is very pleasant for the hearers and lasting 
for the victim. Just as doctors think that the body cannot profit 
from the nurture provided for it until the inner obstacles are 
removed, so in the case of the soul those who bring the process of 
purification about think that no benefit can be got from any know¬ 
ledge that is brought forward until the man who tests the opinions 
of another has led him to feel a sense of shame and removed the 
beliefs that stood in the way of knowledge. In this way a man is 
made pure and no longer thinks he knows more than he actually 
does. 

—That is a very excellent state to be in. 

—For all these reasons, Thcaetetus, we must say that this test, 
the elenchus, is the greatest and most powerful of all purifications. 
The man who has not undergone it, be he the Great King of Persia 
himself, is corrupt (impure) in the way that matters most. He is 
uneducated and ugly in the things in which any one who is to be 
really happy should be most beautiful and pure.’ 

This Socratic elenchus, this test of beliefs, was to Plato an 
essential preliminary to any real education. 1 He believed in 
it with the same kind of passionate conviction as some modern 
psychoanalysts believe in the process of analysis as a cure and 
a way to happiness. The elenchus was as new in Athens then 
as is psychoanalysis to-day, and it is important to realize the 
quality of Plato’s feelings on this question. The purpose of 
this education is to make a man see for himself, to teach him 
what Plato, with his eye always on the life of society, calls the 
kingly science. For its particular characteristic is that the 
man who possesses it has sufficient knowledge to be his own 
master, while people with inferior knowledge can only fulfil 
the commands given them by others. 2 

To understand fully Plato’s system of education, as with so 
much of his philosophy, we must turn to the Laws. We must re¬ 
member, however, that the Laws is a practical treatise. We shall 
therefore hear but little of the higher education of the philoso¬ 
pher. On the other hand the earlier education which the 
Republic (except for the discussions on art) treats only in a very 
general way, is here fully elaborated. At the very beginning 
of the dialogue the Cretan Cleinias praises the laws of his 

1 Cp. also Theaetetus, 177 a : where the only way to teach a sense of moral 
values is said to be by personal intercourse and discussion. 

* PoliticuSy 260 dy e. 
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country which aim at preparedness for war, since struggle is 
the natural condition both of city and individual (62 6d) and 
self-mastery is the first victory. But the Athenian wants to 
reverse the order : surely it is self-control, not war, which is 
the ultimate aim, harmony, not discord. Nor, he continues, 
should lawgivers concentrate on courage and bravery at the 
expense of the other virtues, as Spartans and Cretans do. 
Indeed courage itself consists not only of resisting fear but also 
of resisting pleasure and desires (633c). Mere prohibition, as 
in Sparta, is no real solution (637^ ff.; cp. 729 b). To make this 
point clear Plato elaborates at perhaps surprising length the 
function which wine-drinking, for example, can play in educa¬ 
tion. Properly conducted, a symposium is an excellent test 
for youths, for under the influence of wine they will show most 
clearly how deep-rooted is their proper sense of shame. This 
insistence on the power to resist pleasure as well as endure 
pain is of some interest and corresponds to the increasingly 
sympathetic attitude of Plato towards the pleasure instinct. 

It naturally leads to a discussion of the nature of education 
as a whole. Once more, as throughout the Laws , the import¬ 
ance of forming the right habits early is emphasized (643^) : 

‘ I say then that if a man is to be good at anything, he must 
practise it from early childhood, and spend his playing as well as 
his learning time in pursuits suitable to the subject. As for example : 
he who is to become a good farmer or a good architect must play at 
building some toy edifices or with a toy farm. And the person who 
brings up children must provide them with the tools of their trade in 
miniature, copies of the real things, and they must learn early the 
essential teachings of their trade—a carpenter must learn to measure 
and weigh, a soldier to ride, all as a game, and so with other occu¬ 
pations. We must try in play to direct the pleasures and desires of 
children towards the goal that they must ultimately attain. And 
the principal part of education is the training that will lead the 
mind of the playing child to desire that which will make him, when 
he has grown up, excel in his profession. Consider whether you 
agree with what I have said hitherto. 

CL Of course. 

Ath . Let us see then that we do not leave the meaning of educa¬ 
tion vague. For now, when we approve or censure men’s upbring¬ 
ing, we say that so and so among us is educated—yet we call 
uneducated some of those who are thoroughly trained to commerce 
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or navigation and other such pursuits. Our discussion would 
seem to indicate that education is not the pursuit of those things, 
but is concerned from childhood with moral excellence, and fills 
one with desire and passion to become a perfect citizen who knows 
how to be a just ruler and a just subject. It is this upbringing and 
this alone, or so it seems to me, that our argument now tends to 
call education, while that which aims at wealth or strength of some 
kind or other, or at some other cleverness unconnected with justice 
or intelligence, is base and slavish and unworthy of being called 
education at all. But let us not quibble about words : let us agree 
to this definite conclusion : that those who are properly educated 
become good men ; that education must never be despised, for it 
is the most precious asset of the best men. And if it ever goes 
astray, and can be corrected—every man throughout his life must 
do so, as far as he is able, always.’ 

Education is here contrasted with technical skill, just as we 
saw that in the early dialogues the knowledge that was virtue 
was found to be different from it. This knowledge is still the 
ultimate aim, but the Republic made it clear that the goodness 
of the majority of men was based on right belief only, though 
it ultimately derives from the knowledge of others. Education 
must show most men the way to victory in the moral struggle 
which is the lot of all (644^). 

And a little later the purpose of education is defined once 
more (6530) : 

‘ I say that the first perception of children is pleasure and pain. 
It is by way of these that goodness and evil first enter the soul. As 
for knowledge and right belief, even the man who attains them in old 
age is lucky. The complete man {riXeog) is a man who has achieved 
these and all the good things that go with them. Education then is 
the goodness that first comes to children : if the right things pro¬ 
voke pleasure and affection, pain and hatred, in the soul of those who 
cannot as yet grasp things by reason, and when they achieve reason, 
it agrees that they have been rightly habituated by proper habits— 
this agreement as a whole is virtue (goodness). 

It is right, to my mind, to divide off from this double process the 
proper nurture in pleasure and pain, so that the child hates what 
should be hated from beginning to end, likes what should be liked, 
and to call this education.’ 

Plato makes it quite clear that he is not renouncing higher 
education. But for the majority it was always unsuitable, and 
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it is with the majority that we are here concerned, so he restricts 
the word education to this general kind. 

This right habituation, however, is apt to be corrupted as 
life proceeds, and the gods have therefore given us festivals 
with their artistic representations. The very young can never 
keep still, they have an irrepressible desire to move, jump, 
dance and cry. This is true of animals too (6531?) : 

4 But other animals have no sense of order or disorder in move¬ 
ment, which is called rhythm and harmony. The gods whom we 
said had been sent to join us in the dance, are those who have 
granted us the pleasurable sense of rhythm and harmony. . . / 

4 The first education ’, as he forcibly puts it, 4 is by means of 
the Muses and Apollo 5 ; a point which is elaborated at 659 d : 

4 For the third or fourth time we come to the same conclusion : 
that education is drawing and guiding children to follow the right 
and reasonable discourse (Adyog) uttered by the law, which the 
elders’ experience has shown to be truly right. What we call song 
is really an incantation to the souls of children and its purpose is 
that the soul of the child should not become accustomed to rejoice 
and suffer in a manner contrary to the law and to that of those who 
obey it. . . . Song earnestly aims at that harmonious agreement 
(ovju<pa>v[a) we mentioned. And because young minds cannot 
endure what is serious, the performance is called play and song. 
So also when men are ill and physically weak we try to give them 
the sustenance they need in pleasant food and drink, and make 
unpleasant to the taste what is bad for them, that they may 
welcome the one and come to have a proper dislike of the other. 
In this way then the good lawgiver will persuade the artist—and 
indeed compel him if he will not be persuaded—to express rightly 
the deeds of self-controlled, brave and good men in beautiful 
words of praise with appropriate rhythm and music.’ 

Thus far the first two books of the Laws . As for what follows, 
the details of the different officials in charge of the different 
departments are of no very great interest (764.C-7666) except 
for the fact that the minister of education (if we may call him 
so) is 4 by far the greatest of the important officers of the state \ 
for man, though gentle and capable of being the most divine 
of all animals if rightly trained, becomes if brought up badly 
the 4 wildest of all creatures that live upon the earth * (766 a). 
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To this important office the best man in the state must be 
elected, and his election by the other magistrates takes place 
under conditions of the utmost solemnity. His term of office 
is five years. 

When we come to the seventh book we find the longest and 
fullest discussion in the whole of Plato’s works of the education 
that is suitable for the majority of the citizens. More attention 
is also paid to the education of very young children. Indeed 
the attention paid to it is in itself no small tribute to Plato’s 
insight. Most of his advice is sound, and a great deal of it is 
startlingly in accordance with modern theories, as the following 
summary will show. 

The care of children is a matter for advice and exhortation 
rather than law, for it takes place within the privacy of the 
home. To legislate to the smallest detail would only bring the 
law itself into disrepute, 1 and after all it is unwritten law and 
tradition that govern the citizens’ lives. Now the aim of 
nurture and education is to make both body and soul as good 
and beautiful as possible, and we agree, do we not, that c the 
early growth of all plants and animals is the most important 
and the greatest ’ ? At twenty a man is scarcely twice the size 
he is at the age of five. During this early period proper physical 
exercise is of the greatest importance. We should, indeed, 
begin with the ‘ gymnastic of the embryo 9 (yvjuvaarixrj rcov 
xvojuivcov). Shall we brave ridicule and decree (789^) : 

1 that a pregnant woman must take walks, and fashion the child like 
wax while it is still pliable. He must be in swaddling clothes till the 
age of two. We shall compel our nurses, under threat of punishment 
by law, always to carry the child about either to the country, the 
temple, or to visit relatives until it is able to stand up sufficiently 
well, even then to be careful lest standing up while still small twist 
the limbs, and to take the trouble to carry him till he is fully three 
years old.’ 

Movement, he continues, is very beneficial. Therefore mothers 
always rock their children to sleep and sing to them. This 
fits in with Plato’s views on the confused motions within the 
soul in infancy, external movement helping to allay the chaos 
within. At this time also fo&r plays a great part in life (791^) 

1 For Plato’s dislike of too many laws see Rep,, 427a. 
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and children must learn to overcome the terrors that come 
upon them. But all this is a matter for advice rather than 
official legislation (790^). 

A child should not be spoiled or pampered, but neither must 
he be harshly treated. The first will make him grow up into 
a difficult and bad-tempered man, the second will make him 
too humble and reduce him to a condition fit only for a slave. 
Babies start to cry loudly as soon as they are born (791^) : 

‘ Nurse wants to know what he wants, and she can only find out 
by bringing things to him. If something is brought and baby is 
quiet, she thinks that is right; if he cries and yells, that is wrong. 
Infants can only show what they want or don’t want by cries and 
tears—not at all a fortunate way of showing it. But this lasts for 
three years, and three years is a long period of life in which to form 
good or bad habits.’ 

Hence it is very bad for a baby to have his every want satisfied 
all this time, in fact it is the worst thing that could be done to 
him and permanently undermines his character. The good 
life does not consist in grabbing at every kind of pleasure and 
avoiding every kind of pain. And at this early age above all 
others, character is formed by habit (fjQog did edog JQ2e). 

Children from three to six need to play. They also need 
to be punished to avoid them being self-willed (rQvcpr}), but 
the punishment should be such that the child will not resent it. 
Between those ages they can be left to amuse each other and 
devise their own games. They will do so in common and will 
be taken to spend their day together in the temples of the 
district under the supervision of a member of a women’s board 
who will punish them when necessary (794a). The temple 
thus fulfils the functions of our nursery schools. 

At six another stage is reached. The sexes will be segregated 
and the time to learn has begun. The boys will learn riding, 
the use of bow and sling, and the girls also. The development 
of the right hand at the expense of the left will be avoided, for 
men are naturally ambidextrous, a quality useful in war. 
They will learn recitation and eurythmics, dancing in full 
armour, and wrestling, but not in the tricky way now fashion¬ 
able (796). 

We thus come once more to education in mousike and 
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gymnastics. With solemn emphasis the Athenian declares that 
children’s games (presumably after six) are of the greatest 
importance for the formation of character. For that matter 
change in what one is used to, even if it is not perfect, is gener¬ 
ally a mistake unless one’s habits are definitely bad (797 d ff.). 
For such changes are apt to make trouble in the soul (7986) : 

‘ As we said before, people think children’s games trifling things, 
and that changes in them can do no great harm and are of no 
consequence, since they are but games. Children are not prevented 
from changing them, they are rather encouraged. Men do not take 
into account that inevitably children who make innovations in their 
games will grow up into men different from those who were children 
before them ; that, being different, they will look fora different life 
and that, in their search for it, they will want different laws and 
habits. Thus continual change, that great evil we mentioned, will 
come upon the state, but none will fear it.’ 

We said, he goes on, that art represented the deeds of good and 
bad men. Bad art our children should not want, and no one 
should tempt them to enjoy it. The manner of celebrating 
festivals should be fixed, with its dances and ritual (7990). 

There will be public gymnasia and schools. Three within 
the city, three, for riding, archery, &c., outside the walls 
where the youths can practise. Our gymnastic teachers will 
be foreigners paid for the purpose. Education will be com¬ 
pulsory and no parent has the right to keep his child away 
(804^). Boys and girls will have the same opportunities to 
learn, for women must serve the state as well as men. Though 
our citizens are relieved of all menial tasks and will have 
leisure, it i§ a mistake to think that a life devoted to virtue is 
an easy life. We must, of course, have schoolmasters (8o8rf), 
and indeed supervision, 1 first by mother and nurse, then by 
attendant slave and schoolmaster, is needed at all stages, for 
‘ a child is the most difficult of all animals to deal with ’ and 
he must be bridled. Every citizen who sees a child misbehave 
should correct him, indeed is compelled to do so. 

When the children, at the age of ten, have gone through this 

1 Plato is here following the usual Greek custom. Perhaps the greatest 
fault of Greek education was that, like some modern schoolmasters, they 
thought that a boy left to himself would at once and inevitably get into 
some mischief. 
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course of largely physical training in the gymnasia they will 
begin their letters and all that this leads to : reading, writing 
and the more practical side of the mathematical sciences. 
Three years will be spent on learning to read and write, and 
they will attain such proficiency as they can in that time. 
Neither parent nor child can demand a longer period of time for 
this. And the same rule will hold for the next three years, 
from thirteen to sixteen, which will be occupied by music, 
learning to play the lyre, and the study of literature in prose 
or verse, carefully censored as before. Their music and dancing, 
as well as their reading, are carefully organized and as far as 
possible fixed within definite limits by the board of education, 
the members of which are selected by the chief magistrate 
whom we put in charge of the whole system. 

We have come to the end, says the Athenian, of education in 
mousike and gymnastics. But what of the sciences ? There 
are three things a free man should learn : calculation and the 
science of numbers is one ; geometry plane and solid is 
another ; astronomy the third. Clearly even the ordinary 
citizen should know something of these, or he will not be able 
to count at all. But how much ? The danger is that a mere 
superficial acquaintance with those sciences will only lead to 
polymathy (to thinking one knows what one does not know) 
and that those who have learned them badly are rather worse 
off than those who have not learned them at all (819a). Our 
citizens therefore had better approach these sciences in a prac¬ 
tical way, like the Egyptians (8ig£) : 

4 First in arithmetic, things are found which children can learn 
simply, pleasurably and in play, the distribution of apples or gar¬ 
lands to greater and also to smaller numbers, so that the same totals 
correspond ; or the arranging of boxers and wrestlers, as happens 
in competitions, so that each plays in turn and passes a round. In 
play also the teachers mix up bowls of gold and silver and bronze 
and other metals, while others arrange them in whole sets of one 
kind. Thus, as I say, they teach in play the uses of the essential 
numbers. They benefit their pupils and fit them to make arrange¬ 
ments for a camp, raising troops, making expeditions, and again for 
household duties. Altogether they make men more useful to them¬ 
selves and wider awake.’ 

That is, mathematics will be learned with a view to their prac- 
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tical applications. But this is not quite enough. The Athe¬ 
nian asserts that Greek ignorance of geometry is shameful. Solid 
bodies and planes can be measured and studied in relation to 
one another. Some knowledge at least of irrational quantities 
is desirable and can do no harm (820c). So with astronomy : 
our citizens must know enough not to blaspheme against the 
gods by believing that the sun and moon are just wandering 
stars without fixed paths. The contrary has been proved to 
be the case, and they must know that much at least. 

Thus the Athenian brings his account of education to an 
end. It is important to be quite clear that there is no question 
here of the higher education of the Republic . We are dealing 
exclusively with the majority. There is no lowering of standard 
for the rulers themselves : as we shall see they are dealt with 
very briefly in the last book. But there is a very definite 
raising of standard for the average man. Not only does he 
get the mousike and gymnastic training of the guardians in 
the Republic , which is more fully dealt with in the Laws , but a 
certain modicum of scientific education is also granted him, 
though it is a very different sort of science, which does not 
rise above particular phenomena. He will learn, by force of 
habit and entirely under instruction, to count apples, wreaths 
or anything else, but he will have no conception of the mean¬ 
ing of unity. He will be told how to do it and obey, just 
as he will be told that the sun and moon follow regular paths 
in heaven and he will believe it, without knowing why. Not 
only will he not study dialectic, nor be expected to go behind 
and beyond the fundamental hypotheses of any particular 
science, but within the limits of the particular sciences them¬ 
selves he will not be taught in anything like the same way as 
the budding philosopher of the Republic at the propaedeutic 
stage. Plato is rather vague and uncertain on this point, but 
it is doubtful whether the ordinary citizen will be taught as 
well as Meno’s slave, by question and answer and by finding 
things out for himself, though the dialectical method, in the 
earlier sense of question and answer, can be used at all stages. 
At any rate he will not reach the stage where the interrelation 
of these sciences is studied—which must be reached long before 
dialectic, in the higher philosophic sense, can be begun. One 
can only conclude that with his bowls and apples the child 
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reaches only the stage attained by the philosopher of the 
Republic before the age of twenty, when the propaedeutic 
sciences began in earnest. Beyond that point all the mathe¬ 
matical sciences have abstractions as their object, and where 
they use concrete diagrams, these are only images of the 
realities they study. To the ordinary man the apples and the 
stars are and remain the only reality he knows. His is only a 
certificate of general information. 

As we look over Plato’s exposition of his educational system, 
which is remarkably consistent from first to last, we see two main 
stages, and then, more accurately, three. The function of each 
is best understood in the light of his psychology : there too we 
have the human soul divided into three ‘ parts 5 or ‘ aspects 
of which the lower two easily group themselves together in 
contrast with the third. 

To understand fully the meaning of the first stage in the 
educational process, infant education, we must call to mind the 
passage of the Timaeus wherein Plato describes man’s first 
contact with the world. The human soul, like the world soul, 
consists of the intertwined circles of Same and Other, which 
have motions of their own. But when the gods place this in a 
material body, and add the mortal parts of the soul to it, a 
great confusion arises. The immortal intellect is suddenly 
linked to unreasoning feelings and passions and with these is 
tied down into a body which has motion of its own for, being 
matter, it is in a state of perpetual flux. 1 On top of this, 
sensations pour in from without and cause further disturbance. 
All this chaos has to be reduced to order before man can 
develop. It is here that we find the explanation of Plato’s 
otherwise strange insistence upon the important part which 
continual movement plays in the first three years of life. No 
wonder the baby is afraid ! No wonder it must be rocked and 
carried so that the soothing motion from without may still the 
mad storm within (791a) ! That is, in fact, the first duty of 
the child, to master the inner chaos and to adjust himself. 
The process will go on throughout life, but it is most violent 
at the first. The unregulated movements of infancy must be 

1 Being composed of four elements each of which is trying to regain its 
own place in the universe. See Tim., 43 flf. 
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tamed, and the main development at this stage is purely upon 
the perceptual plane. The child must learn to perceive accu¬ 
rately. He must also gain mastery over his immediate physical 
desires such as hunger and thirst, and here comes the point of 
contact with the lowest part of the soul where such desires 
have their being. 

The second stage is to a larger extent concentrated upon the 
outer world. The child has by now gained some mastery over 
the unruly confusion which greeted his entry into the world. 
Some sort of order reigns in his own house and he begins to 
want other pleasures. He wants to possess things and has 
to face the temptations and ambitions which come with a 
turning of his attention upon objects outside himself. His feel¬ 
ings must now be trained by the influence of the arts and by the 
inculcation of sound beliefs as to which pleasures are to be 
sought, which to be avoided. This is effected by mousike and 
gymnastics. Healthy development of body and soul is the aim. 
But the ‘ part 5 of the soul most directly concerned is undoubt¬ 
edly the Ov/aog, the spirit or feelings. This is as far as most 
men ever get. They have, of course, thought of a kind, but not 
what Plato calls knowledge. By proper training of desire or 
Eros in its widest sense man is gradually ascending to the 
philosophic love of truth and beauty. But imperfectly, for his 
intellect is trained only in practical science, and does not, as 
yet, reach beyond. 

Above both these lower grades, and possible only if they have 
been successful , comes the higher education of the philosopher- 
king. Quite obviously it is with the intellect, the highest part 
of the soul, that we are here mostly concerned. 1 This higher 
education is not in any way given up in the Laws . Apart 
from scattered but emphatic statements that wisdom is still the 
ultimate aim and that the organization of the state must be 
based on it; that real virtue means agreement between cha¬ 
racter and reason which only comes to the best men in old age, 
and other similar statements; 2 Plato, in the very last pages 
makes it abundantly clear that the whole success of the state 
depends on the rulers possessing the same wisdom as the philoso- 

1 It includes, of course, imOv/jita of a kind, the philosophic Eros. See 
PP- 135 ff- 

a 710 a-b ; see also 8 i 8 e } 68 8 b } 692 c 9 730 c, &c. 
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pher of the Republic . Every art, he tells us, must know what it 
is aiming at, as medicine knows health. So the statesman 
must know the goal of statesmanship —oxonog noXixixog —and 
without this the whole city can neither see nor understand. 
The aim of statesmanship can only be one : goodness. This 
the guardians must know, as well as the differences between 
the different kinds of virtue. We need therefore a c more 
exact education for they must reduce the one to the many 
and the many to the one ; they must grasp the one Form 
behind the many particulars. And as they know this, they 
must know also Beauty and Goodness and everything of impor¬ 
tance. While other men merely obey the voice of the law they 
must be able to account for the existence of the gods, and 
indeed for everything which admits of reasonable explanation. 1 

III. The Knowledge that is Virtue 

We have seen that the conviction that men sin for lack of 
knowledge remained with Plato to the end ; we have studied 
the kind of education he advised. We may now attempt to 
elucidate more exactly the nature of this knowledge. 

It is often referred to in general terms, but where it is specifi¬ 
cally distinguished from other kinds it is called vovg or vorjcng. 
Novg , mind, was also the directive force in the universe of 
Anaxagoras, but he only used this to account for the beginning 
of motion, and thereby disappointed Socrates 2 who felt that 
if the universe is directed by a purpose, this should be taken 
into account to explain its every part. Men cannot then 
know the why of anything unless they can explain how it 
accords with the universal purpose of things. If only men 
could acquire this knowledge they would inevitably act in 
accordance with that purpose. And that if the world was thus 
directed, it was directed towards the good, Plato never doubted. 

It will simplify our search if we first eliminate those things 
which Plato definitely tells us that Nous is not . 

We have already seen in the dialogues of the first period that 
it is not technical knowledge. So in the first book of the Laws we 
are told that a good general must possess not only the science 
of strategy, but must also be able to overcome fear (639^). 

1 See 961 to end, especially 96 le, 9612a, 962c/, 963a, 965^, 966c, 968. 

* Phaedo , 9 7^-9 8c. 
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He must, that is, possess not only the technique of his craft, 
but also virtue, in this case the virtue of courage. Now a man 
may be able to do this, like the auxiliary guardians of the 
Republic , if he possess right belief. But this right belief in turn 
depends on the knowledge of the real rulers. Nous then is 
different from any or all particular crafts and sciences, and 
uses them all, as the Euthydemus told us. 1 

Nor is the wisdom that is Nous necessarily an indiscriminate 
desire to know things which may only lead to acquiring a large 
number of unco-ordinated bits of information. This is made 
clear in an amusing passage of the Republic which distinguishes 
between the real philosopher and those who, ever eager for 
novelties, rush around to all the latest dramatic or choral per¬ 
formances in their passion to know about them (475 d). They 
love to see and hear things it is true, but what they wish to 
see and hear are only particular things. So too those who 
love beautiful sights and sounds are unlike the philosopher who 
investigates the nature of beauty itself. He is concerned with 
the Idea of beauty and with sights and sounds only as expres¬ 
sions of this. 

Again, wisdom is not mere cleverness (deivorrjg) divorced 
from a standard of ultimate ethical values. This is what we 
usually mean by c brains \ Nous, however, is a great deal 
more than brains. Clearly put in the Theaetetus (176-7), this 
difference is emphasized again in the Laws (689 c) where the 
Athenian, after explaining that disharmony in the soul when 
the passions refuse to obey the reason is what he calls ignorance, 
continues : 

‘ This then we believe and will repeat: citizens who are ignorant 
in this respect we shall not entrust with any power in the state. We 
shall blame them as being ignorant even if they are very clever 
{hoyiOTixol) and are versed in all the accomplishments which make 
for quickness of mind. Those who are in the opposite case we shall 
call wise even though, as the saying goes, they can neither read nor 
swim, and we shall give them power, for they are wise.* 

Plato is here emphasizing the need of harmony in the soul. 
Without this no amount of brains or cleverness will give people 
the wisdom that is goodness. He does not mean, of course, that 

1 supra 222 fT. Cp, Laws , 643 d 9 e. 
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the supreme wisdom can be attained without being able to 
read, but only that some accomplished people are further 
removed from it than rustics who arc willing to follow their 
betters. This is important. Nous definitely means more than 
mere capacity for mental gymnastics. Those who use their 
brains solely for private profit are not wise men but villains 
(71 avovQyla avrl ocxpias, Laws , 747 c). What more is required we 
shall learn shortly, but we may note in passing that it is this 
realization that a little knowledge is a dangerous thing which 
led Plato to see the danger of questioning first principles 
unless one goes far enough to establish a new and firmer basis 
for the good life. Hence the extraordinary care with which 
those who are to be taught dialectic are chosen in the Republic ; 
hetice also it is at times implied that Socrates 5 indiscriminate 
teaching may in some cases have done harm (e.g .Philebus, 15^). 

The supreme wisdom then is not technical knowledge, it is 
not an indiscriminate desire to know, it is not mere brains. 
To find what it is we may approach it from three angles : 
the metaphysical, the logical and the psychological. We may 
study it, that is, in its object or content, as a method of thought 
and as a psychological process. 

The object of the supreme knowledge is clearly the Ideas. 
And a knowledge of the Ideas means not only an understand¬ 
ing of Truth, of the structure of the world, but also of the moral 
and aesthetic realities in it, of its purpose and the reason why 
in all things. It then includes what we should call a sense of 
true values; the knowledge of good and evil, of beauty and 
goodness as well as of truth. Its relation to cleverness or 
brains we may suppose to be similar to the clear distinction 
Plato drew between the apothecary and the doctor in the 
Phaedrus , or between the mere technician and the artist. 1 
Technical knowledge may tell us how to do something, the 
philosopher knows why and when things should be done. 
The knowledge of supreme reality as truth is the knowledge 
of the laws of nature, to know it as goodness gives a sense of 
moral values. 2 All this belongs to the philosopher through his 

1 P. 213 above, 

2 Therefore the well-known type who is very clever at his own job (be it 
engineering or classical studies) and a fool in other departments has not 
Nous. 
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knowledge of the eternal Forms. Plato did not believe that 
he had solved all the mysteries of the universe, that perfect 
knowledge of reality was his or any man’s, but he did think he 
could point the way along which it should be sought. 

As a method of thought Nous is scientific method, including 
both induction and deduction in its application. You investi¬ 
gate the evidence, make a hypothesis and examine its conse¬ 
quences, for every assumption must be such as not to clash 
with facts. Then you examine this hypothesis itself and seek 
to account for it along with others by another more fundamental 
hypothesis of more universal application. For we must ever 
be prepared to cancel any hypothesis that does not fit the facts 
on the one hand and the higher truths on the other (arc uqeiv 
rag vnoOiasig). Every particular science starts from one or 
more axioms, and is not concerned to go behind them. This 
process of reasoning within limits Plato calls diavota : it is 
reasoning power or, in this limited sense, science. The philoso¬ 
pher, however, must go behind these fundamental axioms, test 
them in the light of further understanding of higher truths, and 
never rest until he reach one supreme truth, in reference to 
which everything could be explained. It may be that Plato 
thought all mathematics could be logically derived from a 
proper understanding of the meaning of unity, all ethics from 
an understanding of the good. And ultimately these, and the 
ultimate object of aesthetic contemplation, beauty, were to 
him but different aspects of one reality. 1 

Hence Plato’s insistence that dialectic is essentially synthetic. 
It is so at every stage. For it gathers together particular 
phenomena under one Form, one kind ; and, as explained in 
the Sophist , it will grasp the possible relations between the 
Forms themselves, thus bringing classification into the noetic 
world. Any classification is, of course, also a division, for any 
synthesis implies the rejection of the irrelevant. Hence the 
process can be looked upon either as a bringing together into 
groups or a separation into groups (diatgeaig). This process 
of dividing, by dichotomy if possible, is fully elaborated in the 
Sophist and the Politicus , and already adumbrated in the 

1 See F. M. Cornford, ‘ Mathematics and dialectic in the Republic, 
VI-VII’, in Mind , vol. xli, N.S. 161, pp. 37-52 and 173-190, for an 
excellent analysis of Nous in its three aspects. See also p. 27 above. 
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Phaedrus. The secret of its success is that each class must have 
some common quality, some Form which justifies its members 
being put together. And since the Forms are to Plato the 
only positive reality and the success of the method depends on 
the apprehension of them, he naturally emphasizes the syn¬ 
thetic aspect when he describes the essential qualities of the 
dialectician. 

His descriptions of the psychological process involved in the 
grasping of the Forms is vague and metaphorical. Indeed it 
could not be otherwise. We have seen that he clearly dis¬ 
tinguishes Nous from the ability to reason from given premises. 
And in this he made a valuable contribution to the psychology 
of the mind. For it is well known that the faculty of deductive 
reasoning is essentially different from the faculty of induction. 
Gather what evidence you may, the perception of the universal 
does not follow : it is not enough, as Socrates says in the 
Meno , to gather all the bees in the world into one place. 
That will not in itself give a definition of a bee. One must 
see what their common properties are. So also the mathe¬ 
matician sees the premises implied in a conclusion. In both 
cases there is a jump or leap of the mind. This is to c see 5 
an idea. And it is always by the metaphor of light and sight 
that Plato expresses the process of grasping a Form. He was 
the first to use the expression ‘ the eyes of the soul * and to 
follow up its implications. We find it in the magnificent 
analogy between the supreme good and the sun, in the parable 
of the darkness of the cave, and scattered in a hundred places 
throughout his writings. 

We may call this process intuition—it is the nearest equiva¬ 
lent. But it will not come to those who have not followed to 
the end the painful road of scientific education. It is not a 
cheap and easy alternative to intellect, it is the culmination of 
intellectual research, the flash of insight that comes to those, 
and only to those, who have made a thorough study of their 
subject. That seems to be what Plato meant by Nous, the 
supreme knowledge which I have called understanding for 
lack of a better word : the grasping by the mind of the uni¬ 
versal above and beyond the particular and with it a knowledge 
of ultimate moral and aesthetic values, the power to think 
clearly and logically and to see universal relations in the 

17 
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phenomenal world, the faculty of leaping to a right conclusion 
based on a full knowledge of the facts available. 

But why, we may still ask, can such knowledge not be mis¬ 
used ? Why is it impossible, when in possession of all this 
wisdom, to act with evil or selfish intent ? Our study of 
Plato’s conception of education and of Eros gives us his answer. 
Unless a man’s emotions have been properly trained, unless, 
that is, his primitive passions have been redirected into the 
channels of desires that flow towards truth, he will never have 
within himself the necessary motive-power to urge him forward 
on the hard path of scientific achievement, or to press on along 
the hard road that is lit up now and again by the flash of under¬ 
standing which is the apprehension of ever higher and more 
universal Forms and values. And if he has this knowledge of 
real values, if he knows what is true and good, if he understands 
the purpose of the world, he cannot act against it for his own 
ends because this purpose is beautiful as well as true and good, 
because its beauty gives supreme satisfaction to that Eros, that 
very love of beauty without which he could never have come 
so far. He cannot but desire that the world of sense should 
approach the Ideal beauty he now contemplates, and he must 
needs do what he can towards its realization. Living above 
petty interests in the loving adoration of supreme truth, himself 
a harmonious being who has risen above all conflict in his own 
soul, the Platonic philosopher will inevitably seek everywhere 
to impose harmony upon chaos, which is to change evil into 
good. His knowledge is goodness indeed. 
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The philosopher in Plato triumphed over the * poet as we 
have seen. But, though he subordinated his art in practice as 
well as in theory, he remained one of the world’s great writers 
to the end. No such happy solution was unfortunately pos¬ 
sible between two other aspects of Plato’s versatile nature, the 
teacher and the statesman. It is only because he could not, 
in the Athens of his day, play a useful part in politics—or so 
he thought—that he became a teacher. And though the 
theorist won in this case also, he was never happy in his 
victory. Indeed, he used it to proclaim that in a sane 
world there should have been no conflict or incompatibility 
at all. 

We have Plato’s own account, in the seventh letter, 1 of the 
reasons why he turned away from public life. He was about 
twenty-three when the thirty tyrants, with his uncle Critias 
as their leader, came to power in 404 b.c. Every one expected 
a young man of his aristocratic birth and training to carve 
himself a public career, and he tells us that his relatives and 
friends in the government called upon him to do so under their 
regime. At first he was willing and eager to believe them 
when they claimed that their sole aim was to correct the evils 
of democracy. But he was soon disgusted by their repressive 
measures and especially by their attempt to implicate Socrates, 
along with others, in their murderous designs. So he turned 
away from public life. When the democracy was soon after¬ 
wards restored, hope returned. The democrats showed com¬ 
mendable restraint in dealing with their late enemies and Plato 
seems to have been on the point of entering politics once more. 

1 324C-3264. The seventh letter is almost unanimously accepted as 
genuine. See table in Harward, The Platonic Epistles, p. 76. 
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Then came the trial of Socrates. The death of his revered 
friend plunged the young Plato into despair. There seemed 
no hope of sanity or moderation, either from oligarch or demo¬ 
crat. Once more he turned away in disgust, and this time he 
never recovered. He saw the wrong men in power all round 
him, laws multiplied and were openly flouted. Political life 
seemed no place for an honest man and he came to the conclu¬ 
sion that all the states of Greece were badly governed by igno¬ 
rant men and that the only hope for the world lay in c the right 
study of philosophy 9 , that only wisdom and knowledge could 
provide a way out. So he devoted himself to the study and 
teaching of this wisdom. 

In this seventh letter also we read the pathetic story of his 
journeys to Sicily when, late in life, he was called upon by his 
friend Dion to attempt the belated education of the young 
Dionysus, tyrant of Syracuse, into the type of wise ruler he had 
by then so vividly described in the Republic. He made the 
attempt on two separate occasions. At no time did he have 
any great hope of success, and when he started out for the 
second time at the age of sixty-seven he knew that failure was 
all but certain. Yet he who had dreamed as a young man of 
leading his own country dared not reject, when old, the only 
chance, however remote, of putting his political theories into 
practice. He tells us himself that his chief reason was an inten¬ 
sive feeling of shame lest he should find himself to be a mere 
builder of theories. 1 The point of special interest for us is 
not that he failed, but that he went at all. 

But to a man of his birth and later of his reputation, the way 
to public life can never have been closed in Athens itself. There, 
however, it was not a question of converting one man, but a 
whole people. And the people would listen only to what 
pleased them. They would not tolerate him, and he would 
not deceive them. One is reminded of Socrates 5 words in the 
Apology (31 d) : 

‘ You know full well, gentlemen, that if long ago I had tried to 
engage in politics I should have been executed long ago and of no 
use either to you or to myself. Do not be angry with me for telling 

1 328c ; alaxwdfxevog /xiv ifiavrov to (xeyicrcov, /nrj So^ai/nl note i/xavr$ 
navrdnaoi X6yog fidvov drexvcog elvai rig. 
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you the truth : no man can remain alive who genuinely opposes 
you or any other crowd and prevents you from doing many wrong 
and unlawful deeds in the state. If a man really fights for justice 
he must lead a private, not a public, life.’ 

It is not the danger but the futility of the attempt that must 
have held Plato back. Is there not an angry echo of his bitter 
disappointment in the passage of the Republic (496c) where he 
says of the genuine philosophers : 

‘ those who have tasted philosophy and know how sweet and blessed 
a possession it is, when they have also fully realized the madness of 
the majority, that practically never does any one act sanely in public 
affairs, that there is no one in whom one might find an ally in the 
fight for justice, and live—then like a man who has fallen among 
wild beasts, neither willing to join the others in doing wrong, nor 
strong enough to oppose their savagery alone, for he would perish 
before he could benefit his country or himself, of no use to himself 
or any one else—taking all this into account, he keeps quiet and 
minds his own business. Like a man who takes refuge under a wall 
from a storm of dust or wind-driven hail, the philosopher is glad, 
seeing other men filled with lawlessness, if he can somehow live his 
present life free from wrongdoing and impiety and thus reach death 
with grace, goodwill and a beautiful hope.’ 

And yet, though its greatness had gone and its splendour had 
faded, the Athens of Plato’s day was not so outrageously 
governed or so completely degenerate. The fault lay in the 
philosopher’s character. His aristocratic background, allied 
to his intellectual power, made him, we may be sure, a man 
who could not suffer fools gladly. And if he blamed his dis¬ 
appointment on the ignorance and crass prejudices of his 
contemporaries, he himself was temperamentally unfitted to 
lead men in the mass, for he was incapable of those compromises 
and small diplomatic deceits which even the best democratic 
politicians, all statesmen in fact, except perhaps an all- 
powerful despot, must of necessity practise. 

Only with this personal experience of Plato’s before us can 
we understand his attitude to politicians, if not to politics, and 
his bitter and scathing criticisms of them. These are especially 
violent in his earlier work, up to and including the Republic. 
Essentially, his treatment remains the same throughout, and it 
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might be said that the only development in his general attitude 
is that anger comes to be replaced by despair. But, in Plato, 
even despair is never sterile or vain. And if he must give 
up his ideal he will still try to show the way to improve the 
nations as they are. 

There is no very complete political theory in the dialogues 
of the early period, though the keynote is struck from the first : 
politics is a science (re%vrj) and it aims at making the citizens 
better men. It therefore is a form of knowledge, namely that 
of good and evil. Politicians are then bitterly attacked for 
their ignorance. This position is put very clearly in the 
Gorgias . It will be remembered that Callicles, the complete 
hedonist of that dialogue, is himself an aspiring politician ‘ a 
courtier of Demos 5 (481^). Socrates points out to him that 
the price of success in politics is to be as like the people as 
possible, for ‘ everybody likes to hear speeches after his own 
character ’ (513 c ). The result is that the people will be 
master of your soul rather than you rule the people. But the 
true aim of politics is to make better citizens (515c, 517c). 
This no statesman has ever done, not even Pericles or Cimon, 
Miltiades or Themistocles. This attack upon the most re¬ 
spected names of Athenian history is sheer blasphemy to 
Callicles, and Socrates goes on to prove his point not without 
a touch of broad humour. It was Pericles’ job to look after 
men. But it seems he did not do his job well, for they treated 
him worse at the end of his life than ever before, so that we 
may conclude that he fanned their evil passions rather than 
checked them. Reverting to his earlier distinction between 
doctors and pastry-cooks, 1 Socrates compares the great 
Athenian statesmen to the latter. They provided the people 
with sweetmeats in the shape of harbours, arsenals, money, 
&c., quite regardless of the use made of them. For goodness 
they cared not at all. And although it would be unfair to 
hold them responsible for all present misfortunes, they must 
bear their share of the blame, Socrates concludes his attack 
with the statement that he himself is perhaps the only true 
politician, for he alone tries to make men better (521*/). 

Criticism of the same kind is found in other dialogues of this 
3 See pp. 209 ff. 
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period, always on the score of ignorance, of not realizing that 
politics is a science. This science politicians seem unable to 
teach any one, thus showing they do not possess it; indeed 
some .of them do not even realize that it is a science, 1 So 
Alcibiades is taken to task in the first dialogue that bears his 
name. Socrates points out to him that ambition is no qualifi¬ 
cation for political life. When asked what he will advise the 
Athenians about, the young man naturally answers : about 
things he knows better than they do. This on investigation 
turns out to be when it is right to do this or that, the knowledge 
of right or wrong. Alcibiades, to his own very considerable 
astonishment, does not, it seems, possess it. A point worth 
noting also is the statement that the main thing needed in a 
state is goodwill and common aims (yiUa, o/uovoia ). a The 
full force of this is brought out in the Republic . 

Protagoras professes to teach this very thing, political science 
( jzohxLKY] Teyyr ]). But it should be noted that he divorces it 
from all truly scientific education. Arithmetic, astronomy, 
geometry, music (the propaedeutic studies of the Republic) are, 
he says ( Prot ., 3180), quite unnecessary. He thus claims to 
teach one particular type of excellence or virtue. Socrates 
attacks this position from two angles. First he asks Protagoras 
to deal with objections made to its being a subject of teaching 
at all : the Athenians allow any one to advise on matters of 
general policy, politicians can’t teach their sons, &c. The 
creation myth by which the sophist answers does not really 
solve the difficulty since it maintains that virtue is inborn and 
also teachable. But Socrates professes himself satisfied and, 
turning to the question of the unity of virtue, forces Protagoras 
to agree that they are all one. It is thus implied that to teach 
one kind of excellence is impossible and we see later, in the 
Republic , that the scientific education which the sophist rejects 
is an essential part of a statesman’s training. 

The Meno established a difference between knowledge and 
right opinion or belief. We have seen that this enables the 
guardians to be good without being necessarily wise. 3 This 
possibility is here granted to the politicians who may then 

1 See Protagoras , 319^, Alcibiades, 118 d > Meno , 93 ; cp. Laches , 179*/. 

2 Ale., 126 c; cp. Cleitophon , $o§d-e, 

a See p. 225. 
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also do what is right without knowing why. But the extreme 
instability of belief is emphasized when speaking of them. 

In a specimen argument in the Euthydemus Socrates briefly 
seeks to define the supreme ethical knowledge. He calls this 
‘ the kingly science 9 as well as dialectic. It is the science that 
makes use of all the others, and no difference is made between 
ethics and politics. 1 This identity, as is well known, is not 
peculiar to Plato. It was implied in the teaching of the 
sophists and was the general Greek point of view. They made 
no difference between a good citizen and a good man, and 
Plato’s saying that the aim of statesmanship is the moral wel¬ 
fare of the citizens would not sound strange to the inhabitants 
of a city-state that was the focus of religious, social and artistic, 
as well as political life. And, whatever our modern political 
theories, it should not be forgotten that all modern states act 
upon the Greek theory to some extent. Opium and other 
drugs are forbidden because of the deleterious effects upon their 
victims ; homosexuality is a crime in English law even when 
it is based on consent and mutual affection ; the use of alcohol 
is restricted in one way or another. Examples could be multi¬ 
plied from every country to show that the state still concerns 
itself with the moral welfare of its citizens, the only difference 
being in the extent of the interference. It may be said that 
no state can be counted healthy unless it is composed of indi¬ 
viduals morally and physically healthy. That is exactly the 
Greek view, and it brings ethics and politics very close together. 

Thus far the early dialogues : statesmanship aims at making 
men good, and for this purpose it requires the knowledge of good 
and evil. This the politicians do not possess ; when they act 
rightly it is at best only because they make, as it were, a lucky 
guess. To be a statesman in the true sense it is necessary to 
acquire the ‘ kingly knowledge 5 that directs all the others. 
Further, as Socrates tells Alcibiades, it is essential to have self- 

1 See p. 222. Yet at the end of the dialogue he speaks of those who are 
half philosopher, half politician and are worse than either. Both philo¬ 
sophy and political science are good, and spoken of as two different things. 
This, however, is not a discussion of either but only a way of describing 
Euthydemus and his confrere. We need not therefore attach much im¬ 
portance to it. After all, they are different pursuits in practice, whatever 
they ought to be. But it is an unusual distinction. 
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knowledge also, as in this way only can one arrive at real know¬ 
ledge of right and wrong, settle one’s own conduct, and give 
good advice to the state. 

We soon find ourselves on the political plane in the first book 
of the Republic when the sophist Thrasymachus defines the 
right or just (to dixaiov) as that which is to the advantage of 
the stronger (338c). He interprets the stronger to mean those 
in power in the state ; they make laws to their own advantage 
and it is right for the ordinary citizen to obey these. But, 
pressed by Socrates, he soon finds himself in difficulties. For 
Socrates points out that rulers may be in error as to what is 
their own advantage. Are we to obey them then ? 

But Thrasymachus is not caught so easily. He meets the 
objection with a subtle argument which, however, plays into 
Socrates’ hands, namely that when a ruler makes a mistake he is 
not a true ruler any more than a doctor who prescribes a wrong 
remedy is, strictly speaking, a doctor, for he is not acting in 
accordance with the science of medicine (340^/). This implies 
that politics also is a science, a kind of knowledge. Now 
according to Thrasymachus the aim of political science is to 
benefit its possessor, but Socrates shows that this is not the case 
with any other art or science. Each has an object or product 
towards which its care is directed, and so has politics : it looks 
after the subject and aims to make him as good and happy as 
possible. True, a doctor or a politician may make a fortune, 
but this is not due to their excellence in their own craft, they 
also possess a quite different one, that of making money (346^) : 

‘ Clearly, then, Thrasymachus, no craft or rule contrives its own 
advantage but, as we said a while ago, that of the subject. It seeks 
to benefit him, weaker though he is, not to benefit the stronger. 
That is why I said just now, my dear Thrasymachus, that no one 
is eager to rule and attempt to put in order the affairs of others. He 
wants remuneration because the man who intends to govern well 
and expertly never acts or commands to his own advantage but to 
that of his subjects as his art requires.’ 

Actual remuneration, whether in cash or honour, may not 
attract the good man, but his refusal to rule will be punished 
by his being governed by those who are worse than he. If 



266 


PLATO’S THOUGHT 


we had a city of good men, they would all try to avoid govern¬ 
ing, for they would no longer be exposed to misrule. 1 

Thus does Socrates disprove the sophistic thesis of govern¬ 
ment by the strong man to his own advantage. The selfish 
ideal of a Thrasymachus or a Callicles is not the real art of 
government, but its opposite. Their primitive ideal can only 
lead to strife and discord as evil conduct always does (352 a-c) ; 
we get a glimpse of government based on consent and mutual 
goodwill, and also on a real knowledge of what is good for the 
citizens as a whole. 

When, in the second book, Socrates proceeds to found his 
ideal state, the first principle he enounces is that a political 
organization is based upon the need of men for one another 
( 36 9b) : 

‘ A city or state {nohg) comes to be because none of us is sufficient 
unto himself (avraQxrjg). We stand in need of many others.’ 

Men thus need one another. First of all we require food, 
shelter and clothes. Let us therefore admit a farmer, a builder, 
a weaver and a cobbler. How are they to divide the work ? 
Must each provide for all his own needs, or will one man do the 
farming, another the building, and so on, for the whole ? 
Clearly the latter is the better alternative, and that for two 
reasons : first, because men are born with different capacities, 
so that one man will do a certain job better, another another. 
And even if this were not the case a man who specializes at one 
job can do whatever must be done at the most convenient 
time. In farming, for example, he obviously has to wait upon 
the weather and the seasons. Thus Socrates adopts the prin¬ 
ciple of division of labour and of specialization, explaining it in 
the simplest terms as being more adapted to men’s nature and 
more efficient. This point is important, and he will make ex¬ 
tensive use of it when his first idyllic picture of the simple life 
is rejected by Glaucon as no better than a c city of pigs ’ (372 d). 

For if we are to have all the refinements of civilization, we 
must admit into our hitherto small band of essential workers a 
whole crowd of c hunters and imitators, musicians, poets, 
rhapsodes, actors, dancers, contractors, furniture makers of 
every kind and beauty specialists 5 (373 b). We must have 

1 Cp. Rep., 489 b ; 519c—; see also p. 178 note. 
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more traders, nurses, barbers, cooks, swineherds, cowherds, &c. 
(the simple life was vegetarian). In this ‘ feverish state 5 we 
shall find that the land no longer suffices to feed the population 
once men have started on the greedy path to unlimited accu¬ 
mulation of wealth. They will covet their neighbours 5 land 
and we shall have war (3730) : 

* Let us not say now whether war produces good or evil results, 
but only this : that we have found the origin of war, the source of 
all evils in the state, whether public or private. 5 

War, that is, has its origin in a greed for private possessions, 
which is the chief source of all social ills. This conviction of 
the evils of private property is a cardinal point of Plato’s 
social philosophy and to this we shall have occasion to return. 
If our city is to be in danger of war, we must have an army 
and, in accordance with the principle of specialization already 
established, it must be a professional army. Only thus can it 
be efficient, Socrates insists, overruling Glaucon’s old-fashioned 
desire for a citizen army. 

It is the duty of these professional soldiers to guard the city 
against attack, and guardians (<pvXaxes) is a natural name for 
them. But it is equally important that they should not use 
their power against their own fellow-citizens. Great care is 
therefore to be taken over their education, which is described 
at considerable length. 1 Its chief aim is, by a combination of 
gymnastics and mousike, to develop both spiritedness and gentle 
self-control, to attain a balance between two sides of human 
nature which at first sight seem incompatible. 2 Such a mix¬ 
ture is found in young dogs : they are quick-tempered against 
strangers yet love those they know. Our guardians must also 
achieve this. The second quality Socrates by a humorous 
play on words equates with the love of wisdom (<; pdo/uaOrjSj 
loving the known—loving to know—loving knowledge, 
q>iXooo(pog 3750). 

Thus playfully introduced, philosophy has come to stay 
and we gradually find that the professional soldiers have 
become 4 guardians 5 in a much wider and deeper sense than 
was obvious at first. They have become a superior caste in 
the state. One may wonder that Plato thought fit to give 

1 See pp. 234 ff. 1 Cp. Politicos, on p. 284 below- 
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so much power to the army in his ideal republic. But it is not 
an army in the usual sense and he never speaks of it as such. 
Their education secures that. Besides, a Greek army was a 
citizen body, indeed the citizen body organized in a special 
manner, and it was always honoured as such. So Plato’s 
guardians are citizens in the full sense, with a particular duty, a 
very important one, to perform. This was not true of the navy, 
and it is an interesting reflection of current Athenian preju¬ 
dice that the navy is not included in the guardian class and 
that the Laws (70 6b) speak of it in no complimentary fashion. 
No doubt Plato had the example of Sparta before him, but 
even there all citizens were soldiers. One might say that he 
was not awake to the dangers of a military ruling class were it 
not for the pains he takes to make his guardians live in a way 
that will annul those dangers. And it is worth noting that 
there is no military ruling class in the Laws . It could only be 
trusted in an ideal republic. 

But we need rulers as well as soldiers, and even greater care 
will be taken with these. Their education is a matter of even 
greater moment and is described in the later books. 1 For the 
moment we are satisfied to select the older, wiser and more 
reliable from among the guardians. So that we have not two, 
but three classes in the state : the rulers, the other guardians, 
now called auxiliaries, and the rest of the citizen body. The 
hierarchy is illustrated by the myth of the earth-born which 
Socrates wants his first generation of citizens to believe : they 
are all born of the earth and must love the soil that gave them 
birth (415a) : 

‘ All of you in the city—so we shall tell them the story—are 
brothers. But when the god made you he put gold in the mixture 
for those who are capable of governing, which is why they are held 
in the highest esteem. The auxiliaries he made with silver; the 
farmers and other workers with iron and brass. You are all akin 
and for the most part will produce offspring like yourselves, but it 
may sometimes happen that a silver son is born from a golden parent, 
a golden son from a silver parent and all classes can thus produce each 
other. Now the first and most important command from the god to 
the rulers is that they must above all things carefully examine the metal 
mixed in the children’s souls. If a son of their own is found to have 

1 See p. 237 above. 
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a brass or iron nature they must in no way pity him but value 
him as he deserves and cast him out to join the workers or farmers. 
If the latter in turn have children of gold or silver, they must bring 
these up to be guardians or auxiliaries. For there is an oracle to 
the effect that the city will be destroyed when it comes to be ruled 
by a guardian of iron or of brass.* 

Such is Plato’s aristocratic view of human nature, aristocratic 
in the real sense since merit, not birth, is the only recognized 
test. He is under no delusion that men are all born equal, 
he knows they are not. His main concern is that the best 
shall rule. Although, generally speaking, a ‘ golden 5 father 
will have a c golden 5 son, there must be equality of opportunity 
based on merit. Even this qualified belief in heredity was, we 
may be sure, as unpalatable to an Athenian as to any modern 
democrat. We shall hear little more, in the Republic , of the 
ways of life among the lowest class in the state, but we should 
not forget this clear assertion that the capacity to learn and to 
rule is to receive recognition wherever it arises. 

It is essential in such a system that the guardian class should 
not abuse their privileged position and use their power to 
their own advantage. They must be neither rich nor poor, for 
wealth and poverty are equally destructive of efficiency. A 
potter, says Socrates, who comes into a fortune inevitably 
becomes lazy and careless of his work, a worse potter in fact. 
But his work suffers also if he is too poor to buy the proper 
tools (421 d) ; and this is true of every kind of work. Both 
excesses are to be avoided. We can see clearly how most 
cities are divided within themselves into two warring factions, 
the rich and the poor ; they are almost like two cities instead 
of one (423a). Our guardians must remain the real protectors 
of the people, ready to suppress lawlessness within as well as 
attacks from without. To ensure this Socrates makes them 
live on a communistic basis, without any private property 
whatever (416 d). They will live in barracks where their meals 
are provided by the community and receive sufficient remu¬ 
neration to pay for their equipment and the necessaries of life, 
but not enough to allow a surplus at the end of the year. With 
moneymaking pursuits they must have absolutely nothing to 
do. But that is not all. They are not to have a private 
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family either, and this Socrates hopes to achieve by his famous 
scheme of communism of children, wives and husbands 
(457C--464A). This strange scheme is frequently misunder¬ 
stood, and the first point to realize is that it enforces rigid sex 
control upon all those of an age to have children. By means 
of a ballot, faked by the rulers, a certain number of young 
people will be c married 5 at definite festivals, and only for the 
few days of the festival. After that the marriage is at an end. 
Several such marriages were possible for any one so healthy 
that the rulers wish to breed from him or her. But at best 
the favourite would only be ‘ married 5 for a few days now 
and again. The children are to be brought up at the public 
expense, the parents will not know which is their child ; at 
best they can know only that it belongs to a certain age 
group, if still alive. Great care is then taken to avoid possible 
incestuous ‘ marriages 5 with those in the direct parental line 
but not, apparently, between brothers and sisters. 1 

Almost any reader of the Republic will feel that such a scheme 
is both impracticable and undesirable ; impracticable because 
of the unnatural continence required, the faked ballot, the fact 
that physical resemblances will betray the parental relation in 
most cases ; undesirable because it does violence to the 
deepest human emotions, entirely ignores the love element 
between the ‘ married 5 pair, and deprives the individual of 
the security of his family circle. Why then did Plato desire 
it, even in his ideal state ? Partly because he wants to control 
the size of the population and these ad hoc state-controlled 
unions are a certain way of doing this. But the chief reason 
is that he realized that the family is the point at which private 
property and all the evils that go with it are centred. He 
therefore attacks it in a characteristically provocative manner. 
Family interests are in practice frequently at variance with 
those of the whole community ; a man labours to amass 
wealth in order to give security to his wife and children and 
in so doing he comes to look upon the rest of the citizens as his 
opponents if not his enemies. The Platonic condemnation of 
the family as a ‘ centre of exclusiveness 5 2 no doubt goes too far, 
but it cannot be denied that such a conflict of loyalties does 
exist, that it does often lead to anti-social acts, that family affec- 

1 See my article in C.Q,., 1927/2. * As Barker puts it, p. 219. 
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tion is frequently blind, selfish and possessive. This we should 
recognize as an evil even though we would not accept Plato’s 
way of dealing with it. Not that he wants to destroy parental 
or filial love ; on the contrary he wants to spread it over the 
whole state, to make his guardian class into one big family 
with common aims and interests, devoted to each other and 
to the common good. But we feel that, although family 
affection thus far-flung will indeed have lost that intense 
possessiveness which Plato rightly condemned, it will have 
become so c watered down 91 in the process that it will no 
longer have the power to unite the guardians as Plato desires 
it should. 

The city is nearing completion. It is, of course, a Greek 
city-state. Its size must not reach the point where the state 
ceases to be a unit, and Socrates makes a tentative suggestion of 
one thousand men for its fighting force (423 a-b) which would 
mean a guardian class of about five thousand men, women 
and children. Again he insists on the supreme importance 
of early upbringing to form right habits. If this is achieved 
there will be no need for laws on points of manners and con¬ 
duct, or for a detailed code of law regulating transactions as 
long as the laws we have already established are pre¬ 
served (4250) : 

‘ if not, they will spend the whole of their lives ever making such 
regulations and correcting them, and think that by so doing they will 
attain what is best \ 

This picture of legislators losing themselves in a mass of law 
which loses effectiveness as it gains in extent because they 
have no conception of the ultimate goal they pursue or of the 
general principles which should guide them, is as striking as 
it is true. From first to last Plato maintained that education 
was more important than law. In any case the Republic was 
not the place for an elaborate code. The task he left for his 
somewhat more patient old age. 

In the completed city the virtues must be found (4280-434*) : 
wisdom, courage, moderation or self-control (ooxpQoovvrj), and 
justice or righteousness ( dixauxj'bvr }) to define which is the 

1 The adjective (t IdaQtjg) is Aristotle’s, Politics , II, 1262^ 15. 
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formal purpose of the whole dialogue. Socrates finds that 
wisdom belongs essentially to the rulers, for a city is wise if it 
is wisely governed. Courage clearly belongs to the auxiliary 
guardians as well as the rulers, while even the third class 
must have moderation. Justice also belongs to all. Modera¬ 
tion is described as selfmastery (amov xgeixxcov), mastery 
that is over passion and desire, justice as ‘ doing one’s own 
work’ (xa avxov nqaxxeiv ). The distinction is not very clear 
but, in the state, moderation seems to mean that each should be 
satisfied with his share and his position and should hold in 
check the desire for greater power than he is fit to exercise ; 
this produces harmony (ovuywia) and a common purpose 
(ojjiovoia). ‘Justice’ adds to this the positive desire to do 
one’s own job well, the active co-operation of every citizen in 
doing the work and living the life of the city. 1 

To produce such a state is the aim of statecraft, which is 
thus more fully described than in the earlier dialogues. And 
it is when he is asked whether this can ever be realized that 
Socrates utters the most famous of all Platonic para¬ 
doxes (473*) : 

4 Cities will have no respite from evil, my dear Glaucon, nor will 
the human race, I think, unless philosophers reign as kings or those 
who now bear the name of king or ruler genuinely and adequately 
study philosophy, unless political power and philosophy become 
one. For now they go their separate ways and many of those who 
follow one or the other find fulfilment barred to them.’ 

Paradoxical this statement certainly is, and it is received 
as such. But we need not make it into an absurdity by 
thinking of pale metaphysicians ruling the world from the 
remoteness of their study. The Greek word means a lover 
of wisdom, and Plato is thinking of philosophy as practised by 
Socrates c the only true politician of all the Athenians and 
also, no doubt, by himself. And the next two books are an 
elaborate explanation of the nature of this lover of wisdom 
whom he wishes to rule mankind. He will have knowledge 
of the eternal Ideas which, as we saw elsewhere, implies a true 
sense of values, an understanding of the principles that rule the 

1 433* * xov oixeiov £$tq re xal rcgdfig. 
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world, a love of truth and beauty and a highly developed 
faculty of reasoning besides. These can only be acquired by 
an exacting education of the thinking mind, and this to Plato 
meant the study of mathematics, the one highly developed 
science of his day. Can we deny that a thorough mental train¬ 
ing is necessary for a statesman ? Protagoras did indeed deny 
it, and it is just on this point that Plato attacked him. Many 
have denied it since without the same frankness. The denial 
is absurd none the less. 

In fact, what Plato is asserting, in his usual provocative 
manner, is that no statesman is worthy of the name who is not 
also a thinker, a man of philosophic outlook with an eye for 
fundamentals, with a knowledge of dialectic, that is, a capacity 
to see universal relations between things, to come to correct 
conclusions from given premises and a readiness to revise his 
premises if his conclusions do not agree with given facts. 1 The 
essential truth of Plato’s position properly understood no one 
will really dispute except perhaps professional politicians who 
do not come up to his demands. 

These will prate of practical capacity. But the philosopher 
king will not despise practical ability. His is the kingly craft 
of the Euthydemus which makes use of all technical ability, and 
his task is to direct their activities towards the right goal : the 
true happiness of the citizens, a happiness based on right 
conduct. We may indeed believe that any such complete 
knowledge is impossible, Plato himself came to doubt its 
possibility more and more. But that does not relieve the 
statesman of the duty to search. Also, a philosopher for Plato 
was a man who had resolved the conflicts of his own mind. 
Perfect harmony may be another impossible ideal, but deli¬ 
berate encouragement of man’s baser instincts of hatred and 
cruelty by hysterical rulers is surely to be avoided at all costs, 
and here too Plato is clearly pointing in the right direction. 

To Adeimantus’ objection that surely philosophers are no use 
in politics, Socrates replies with that magnificent piece of 
political satire, the famous parable of the ship of state (4880) : 

‘ The owner (i.e. the demos) surpasses all others on board in size 
and strength, but he is hard of hearing and also rather shortsighted, 

1 See Rep., 533 c : rdg 1 hioddaeiq avaigovaa x.x.L 
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and his knowledge of seafaring is of the same kind. The sailors are 
quarrelling with one another about the steering, each thinking he 
should be entrusted with it, though he has never learned the art and 
cannot point either to one who has taught him or to a time when he 
was learning. They even maintain that navigation cannot be 
taught, and are ready to cut to pieces any one who says it can. 
They are ever rushing around the master, begging him and trying 
to influence him in every way to entrust the wheel to themselves. 
Sometimes they do not succeed. Then they either execute or throw 
overboard those who do, and overpower their noble master with 
drugs or wine or by some other means. They rule over the ship 
and enjoy its stores ; drinking and feasting they sail as such men 
would. Further, they praise the man who is clever at devising how 
they may rule, whether by bringing persuasion or force to bear upon 
the master. Such a man they call a pilot and an expert navigator, 
any other they blame as useless. They do not even realize that the 
real pilot must study the stars, the seasons of the year, the winds and 
all that appertains to his craft to be in truth the ruler of the ship. 
Nor do they think it possible for him to acquire the art and prac¬ 
tice of navigation, and the pilot’s craft, whether they wish him to 
practise it or not. Do you not think that when this is what happens 
on board ship, the real pilot will be called star gazer, prattler and 
good for nothing by those who sail in ships thus equipped.’ 

The nature of the philosopher who should be king is the 
main subject of the central books. He is both the ideal ruler 
and the ideal man, he also possesses knowledge of the supreme 
reality; and the whole discussion is a perfect blend not only of 
ethics and politics, but of metaphysics as well. This unity 
of outlook also shows itself in the close connexion between 
politics and psychology. Indeed, Plato is the founder of 
political psychology. When, in the third book, he passes 
from an analysis of the virtues in the state to those of the indi¬ 
vidual soul he states quite clearly that there must be a direct 
correspondence between the spiritedness, love of learning or 
greed of a state and that of the individuals composing it (435*). 
He selects the qualities that will lead him direct to the tri¬ 
partite division of the soul, but surely the same applies to all 
qualities. As he says, * where else could they have come 
from ? 9 The Greeks are so often accused of considering the 
state as an abstraction apart from the citizens and of sacrificing 
the individual to the whole (in spite of the fact that the subject 



STATECRAFT 


275 

was much freer in Greece than anywhere else) 1 that the point, 
though obvious, needs emphasizing. So when Socrates answers 
Adeimantus’ complaint that the guardians’ life will not be 
happy by saying that our aim is not the happiness of one 
class but of the whole (4206), he means, of course, that the 
happiness of the other citizens must not be sacrificed to that 
of a single class, whether farmers, guardians or philosophers 
(cp. 519 d), and he can mean nothing else. 

The qualities of the state then, are but those of its individual 
citizens c writ large \ And the kind of government will depend 
entirely upon the type of citizen that predominates. Hence 
the classification of the different kinds of state is paralleled by a 
description of the type of individual that conditions them, 
either by being in the majority or by being in power. Plato 
begins with the best and traces a gradual degeneration to the 
worst. This is a convenient arrangement for the purpose of 
exposition. It is, of course, not meant to be an historical 
picture. How could it be, since the perfect state has never 
existed ? It is true that these parallel descriptions lead Plato 
into metaphors that imply at times an artificially close re¬ 
semblance between the internal constitution of states and indi¬ 
vidual souls. That was inevitable in an imaginative writer with 
a sense of humour. But there is no reason to believe that his 
tripartite division of the soul is entirely due to the fact that 
there are three classes in the state. It may have been the 
other way round or, more probably, the parallel arose spon¬ 
taneously and was then effectively embellished. But the 
underlying assumption of a direct connexion between the 
form of state and the type of individual is sound and im¬ 
portant. 

This is not the place to go into the details of Plato’s picture 
(544^-579^), which loses all effect by being summarized, and 
should be read as a whole. Aristocracy, the rule of the best, 
the ideal republic, comes first and the corresponding individual 
is the philosopher already described. It is the rule of wisdom 
in the state and the individual. Next comes timarchy, the 
rule of a guardian class no longer directed by wisdom, and the 
timocrat. Ambition is now supreme. After this, oligarchy, 
what we would call plutocracy, the rule of the rich. Cor- 
1 See Barker, p. 2. 
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responding to it is the oligarch, the money-lover whose only 
desire is to accumulate wealth. This reign of money, both 
in the state and the individual, is described with a wealth of 
detail and a vehemence natural in one so alive to the evils of 
self-interested money-grabbing. Then democracy, and the 
democrat, where the watchword is liberty and equality be¬ 
tween all individuals and all passions and the result is the 
complete loss of any stability or any sense of values. And 
Plato uses to the full this opportunity for a desperate satire 
of the Athenian democracy he hated so much. Lowest of all, 
tyranny, the irresponsible rule of an ignorant and passion- 
ridden despot, where cruelty and brutality are dominant. In 
the tyrant himself we now find the completely successful 
wrongdoer who was, according to the plan laid down at the 
beginning of the Republic , to be opposed to the just man, the 
philosopher. And Socrates is free to turn to the solution of 
the problem he set out to solve : which of them is the happier ? 
At this point the discussion returns more definitely to the 
ethical plane. 

It is quite obvious that the Republic marks an immense 
advance in Plato’s political theory. Not that it contradicts 
anything that has gone before ; on the contrary it works out 
into a definite system the vague formula of the earlier dialogues. 
The first book restates the general position : politics is a 
science and it aims at the advantage, not of the ruler, but of 
the subject. Then, when we come to construct a city, we find 
that the fundamental principle upon which it is based is that 
men are not self-sufficient but need one another and that only 
by specializing each on one job can they secure efficiency. 
This principle is carried further and we find that the rule of 
knowledge now implies a ruling class who specialize in govern¬ 
ing and in acquiring the necessary knowledge, backed by an 
auxiliary ruling class who specialize in protecting the state 
against attacks from within and without. Only a most care¬ 
fully thought-out system of education can provide the right 
kind of man to be a guardian ; and the knowledge that we 
have always realized the ruler to need, is now seen to be the 
knowledge of eternal Ideas. Truly the philosopher, like 
Socrates in the Gorgias , is the only true practitioner of political 
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science. Harmony and community of interest can only be 
attained among the guardians by destroying those two causes 
of self-interest, private property and the family. Finally a 
study of the close connexion between different forms of state 
and the different types of individual corresponding to them 
shows us why the statesman must truly make citizens better if 
he wishes to better the state. 

The Politicus does not depart from Plato’s fundamental 
belief that ethics and politics are ultimately one. But a real 
attempt is made to define politics as such, and the whole 
discussion is therefore far more restricted. Though even here 
the Eleatic stranger insists that the art of ruling is the same 
in a state and a household. King, householder and politician 
are practitioners of the same craft (259^). Starting from the 
general position that politics is a science, a form of knowledge, 
he attempts to define the statesman by the method of logical 
division in accordance with the Ideas—a method described at 
some length both here and in the Sophist . The first steps of 
the division are of considerable interest : knowledge is divided 
into the sciences which produce a physical object that did not 
exist before (jiQaxuxrj, 258 d. e) and the cognitive (yvcoorixij), 
like mathematics. Politics belongs to the latter class ; this 
may in turn be divided into those which are purely critical, 
like arithmetic, and those that direct the activities of others. 
Politics belongs to the directive 1 (imraxnxrj ), not the purely 
critical class (xQirixrj). And the directive sciences can be 
subdivided into those which give sovereign directions (i.e. out 
of their own knowledge, without reference to a higher authority) 
and those which merely carry out the directions of others. The 
rest of the process of dichotomy establishes the kind of living 
creature over which the king rules, and the various steps in the 
division of the animal kingdom are of less interest in this con¬ 
nexion. The king is, as it were, a shepherd of men, a man- 
herd (267^, c). But many others besides the king will claim 
to belong to this last class. We must therefore investigate their 
claims. 

At this point the argument is interrupted by the myth 

1 The names * directive ’ and * cognitive 5 are borrowed from Taylor, 
p. 394, as also the expression ‘ sovereign directions \ 
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(268^-274^), 1 the main point of which is as follows : The world, 
which is a body endowed with soul, is a created thing and it 
does not possess the power of eternally similar motions : its 
life is directed in two ways, one alternating with the other at 
great intervals of time. The first period is that in which the 
god himself takes command and subordinate gods have charge 
of the various races and parts in it. Everything runs smoothly 
and there is no war or discord of any kind. But a time comes 
when the god lets the world direct itself and the other 
gods also withdraw their guidance. The world soul is then 
responsible for itself and all other souls for their part of it. 
Everything goes into reverse, for, although the world tries to 
remember the directions of its creator, its partly bodily nature 
fails more and more and would lead it to complete destruction 
if it were not that the god, to avoid this, takes the helm again 
and another period of divine guidance sets in. There is no 
need to go into the details of the world’s life under guidance. 
Men rise from the earth and gradually grow into babies, and 
everything else to match. There is humour here, but it is 
rather crabbed. The description of the golden age reads like 
a nightmare after an overdose of Empedocles. One point, 
however, is worth noting : the idyllic life of the age of Kronos 
with its vegetarian and clothesless simplicity made men happy 
only if we may suppose that they spent their leisure in the 
pursuit of philosophy (272c) ! This casts considerable doubt 
upon the desirability of the above picture, so similar to the first 
simple city of the Republic , and it would seem that Plato is ready 

1 This is by far the strangest myth in Plato. It is very awkwardly intro¬ 
duced as ‘ play * because the younger Socrates is not yet too old for this 
(268*) and we get an unpleasant impression of the Eleatic talking down to 
his audience. Its relevance to the argument is emphasized (269^). In the 
body of the story we are reassured that it will soon be over (272 d) and again 
that its relevance will soon be realized (274^). So also at the end (274^), 
and later we have a reference back to the huge bulk (Bavjuaardv fiyxov, 277 b) 
of the myth. All this is very inartistic and quite unworthy of the author of 
the Gorgias , Phaedo , Republic and Phaedrus myths. There has been no myth 
since and Plato is not very happy in this return to his earlier manner. As 
for the substance, there seems to be a confusion, for while Plato speaks 
throughout of everything as reversed in the godless period, he also speaks 
of the world as slowly forgetting the directions of the god. We thus get two 
images, one of all life going into reverse, the other of a gradual departure 
from the ideal, a slowing down as it were with the danger of a complete 
stop. The two images are incompatible. 
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to see some merit after all in our godless age, and in the 
‘ feverish city 5 of the earlier work. 1 

There is no need to seek any deep meanings in the details of 
the story. As in a Homeric simile, these details fill in the 
picture but have no direct relevance to the chief point of 
comparison. This main point is unequivocally clear from the 
Eleatic’s own words (2740) : 

* When we were asked about the king and politician of our present 
period of existence, we told of the shepherd of the human race that 
lived in the opposite period. That is a god, not a man ; and in this 
we made a serious mistake.’ 

To what does this refer ? Presumably to the earlier part of 
the Politicus where we spoke of the king as possessed of know¬ 
ledge, but enough has scarcely been said about him there to 
justify the ‘ wondrous bulk 5 of the myth unless the king be 
understood to refer to the philosopher-king of the Republic , 
endowed with perfect knowledge. That ruler is now relegated 
to a mythical past and an equally mythical future. If we are 
to define the statesman, we must find something less ideal. 

Yet the philosopher-king is not given up without a struggle. 
In a later passage (2925-3020) where he has been differen¬ 
tiating between kinds of government, e.g. according to the 
number of rulers, or according as it is based on force or con¬ 
sent, the Eleatic suddenly declares these distinctions super¬ 
ficial. The kingly art was a form of knowledge. That is its 
distinctive characteristic, and the fundamental difference is 
between government based on knowledge and that based 
only on law. It is only the man who does not possess know¬ 
ledge who needs to be bound by law, or even by the consent 
of his subjects. We do not require a doctor to persuade his 
patients before he saves their lives or restores them to health, 
nor do we worry whether he be rich or poor. In the same 
way, so long as a ruler has the knowledge and aims at the 
good, as long as he makes men better, we shall not submit 
him to any restrictions whatever. The law is essentially a 
second best only (2940). And there follows an excellent 
description of its shortcomings. 


1 See Burnet, p. 291. 
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‘ The law cannot decree what is best with an exact realization of 
the most just and good in every case. Men and actions change so 
continually, that it is impossible for any science to make a single rule 
that will fit every case once and for all.’ 

Notwithstanding that law is just such an imperfect general rule, 
yet we need it in every department of life. In athletic con¬ 
tests, for example, general instructions are issued by trainers 
who cannot give sufficient individual attention to do other¬ 
wise (294^). A doctor will give instructions to be followed 
during his absence, but he would not hesitate to change them 
on his return. He would rely on his knowledge, not on the 
general rules which that knowledge made. 

So the state that is governed with full knowledge is the only 
one governed rightly, whatever form the government may take. 
But when knowledge is absent, then the golden rule is (297 d) 

‘ that no one dare to transgress the law on penalty of death 5 . 
For if we could not trust our doctors not to aim at private profit 
rather than health, even laymen would be justified in making 
laws about medicine. It would not then be unreasonable even 
to elect by lot representatives of the people to rule according 
to law and to call them to account at the end of their term of 
office. This, the Athenian system so bitterly criticized by 
Socrates in the early dialogues because it did not obey the 
expert, is now seen to be inevitable if we cannot trust our rulers 
to possess that knowledge of right and wrong which cannot but 
lead to good conduct. 

But the bitterness of Plato’s renunciation is very clear in 
the next passage (299^) where the Eleatic goes on to say that it 
will then also be necessary to prevent any one going beyond the 
laws and discovering truth that may not be embodied in them. 
Such a quest for wisdom will be called corrupting the young and 
persuading others to lawlessness, ‘ for nothing must be wiser 
than the law \ In this kind of state (299^) : 

‘ Clearly all art and science (t£%v(u) would be utterly lost to us, 
and could never rise again because the law forbids investigation. 
So that life, which is hard enough now, would not be worth living 
at all . 5 

One is reminded of Socrates 5 words in the Apology (38 a) that 
the uncritical life is not worth living. Plato is in effect saying : 
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* You say that the philosopher-king is impossible. From what 
I have seen of the world I’m inclined to agree with you. And 
I further agree that an absolutely rigid system of laws is the 
only alternative. But what an alternative ! 5 (e.g. %oic-e). 

This very clear exposition of the limitations of law and of 
its essential inferiority to the direct application of knowledge 
to particular cases must have read strangely to Greeks accus¬ 
tomed to look upon obedience to the law as the supreme 
virtue of the citizen and the cause of all good in the state. 
And the realization that no general rule can do full justice to 
any particular case is something quite new in Plato. It is a 
development that might have led him far if he had followed 
it up in the rest of his philosophy. 1 It has been said that the 
Politicus shows a more indulgent attitude to law than the 
Republic . 1 2 I do not think that is the case. The true philoso¬ 
pher is really farther above the law in the later dialogue ; he 
has risen so high as to join the gods. We are told in the 
Republic that laws of detail are useless, but never that the best 
laws, even those enacted by the philosopher-king himself, 
are inevitably imperfect, and that he would find it essential 
himself not to be bound by them. Whereas the Politicus 
insists again and again that law is always a second best (devregog 
nXovg , 300c). The truth is that Plato, realizing more and 
more the improbability of his ideal ever being realized, is 
prepared to study more closely such kinds of government as 
are necessarily imperfect and is in that sense more indulgent 
to them. 

In an examination of the different kinds of government, the 
Eleatic adopts (291c ff.) the usual Greek classification into 
monarchy, oligarchy and democracy. 3 He casts around for a 
principle of further subdivision ; violence or consent, wealth 
or poverty of the rulers, obedience to the law, are suggested. 
The latter is finally adopted, but only after the discussion on 
the relative merits of knowledge and law, with which we have 
already dealt. Only when it has been made quite clear that 

1 Aristotle certainly took it to heart, and it is passages like this that make 
the change from one philosopher to the other less of a sudden break than is 
usually thought. 

2 Barker, p. 271. 8 Cp. Republic , 338*/. 
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the best government, that based on knowledge, is hors concours 
as it were, do we apply the criterion of obedience to the law 
and subdivide our three kinds of government in accordance 
with it. These can still be put in order of merit. Those that 
respect the law are better than those who do not: the best 
being constitutional monarchy, constitutional aristocracy next, 
democracy last. But, on the principle of corruptio optimi 
pessima , in the unconstitutional class tyranny is the worst, and 
democracy the least dangerous. 

This is a poor defence of democracy, but it is very different 
from the violent denunciations in the Republic where it was 
inferior to all except tyranny. Rather despairingly Plato has 
now come round to the conclusion that if the scientific govern¬ 
ment of the philosopher-king is impossible, we can still hope 
for government in accordance with a constitution and right 
belief. Of these a constitutional monarchy is the most desir¬ 
able. But if we cannot even be sure that the law will be 
respected and that men act on other than selfish motives, then 
democracy is the safest. And perhaps in this very imperfect 
world democracy needs no other defence ! Certainly dictator¬ 
ship, government by the arbitrary will of one leader, is to be 
condemned beyond all others in practice, unless—Plato’s gaze 
is still ruefully fixed upon the ideal state—he were a true 
lover of wisdom, which, he now agrees, is all but impossible. 

Besides the classification of governments, the Eleatic con¬ 
currently pursues the purpose of the earlier dichotomy. At the 
close of the myth he points out that political science still needs 
to be differentiated from others (2756-2766). First of all he 
separates it from the shepherd ; the latter’s charge includes the 
feeding of his flock, which the statesman does not. 1 Besides, 
only the mythical ruler deserves to be called shepherd of the 
human race. 

The next step is to establish the difference between state¬ 
craft aadixij r^xvrj) and all other crafts in the state. The 
method to be used is illustrated by an example : the art of 

1 This rejection of ‘ feeding the flock ’ as no part of the statesman’s duty 
reflects incidentally Plato’s tendency to ignore economic considerations. 
The statesman does not produce food, of course (nor does the shepherd), 
but we should certainly consider the regulation of the food supply as very 
much his business. See also 290a. 
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weaving, which is carefully differentiated from all allied crafts 
and from such as prepare the weaver’s tools and materials 
(279^-283^). When this method is applied to statecraft, 
Plato elaborately distinguishes from it all the productive arts, 
the slaves’ services, trade- and business-men, for are they not 
ever prepared to serve for money ? Heralds and civil servants 
are excluded by their very name ; and priests and soothsayers 
are rejected as mere messengers between men and gods, in 
spite of their prestige. Nor must we admit the tribe of orators 
and sophists who are met with in the lawless cities described 
above (cp. 2916 and 303 d ). 1 But once these pretenders and 
rivals are disposed of, there remain the genuine contributors 
and helpers : the strategist, the judge, the orator who uses his 
powers to persuade men of what is good. These genuinely 
help the king, who directs their special capacities in the right 
way : to know how to speak is rhetoric, to know when to speak 
and when to be silent requires the direction of a higher art. 
The general should know how to win battles, but only the 
statesman can decide when to wage war at all. So the judge 
must impartially administer the law, but lawmaking is the 
king’s business. 2 ‘ Statecraft does not itself act but rules over 
those arts whose function it is to act ’ ; and so we come to the 
final definition (3050) : 

c The name of statecraft then seems to belong to the art which 
controls all the particular arts, watches over the laws and all else in 
the state and weaves all together most successfully. And statecraft 
is the right name as it defines the extent of its function by the name 
of the community.’ 

In the concluding pages of the dialogue Plato develops the 
image of the statesman as a weaver, whose hard task it is to 
harmonize into one whole all the different elements in the state. 
Hardest of all is the task of weaving into one pattern those two 

1 Most of these classes of men have already been separated from the 
‘ king * by the dichotomies in the earlier part of the book. 

* This seems to contradict what Plato said that law must be supreme. 
But now that he comes to define statesmanship he almost gets back to the 
ideal plane. On the other hand his satirical pen rather over-reached itself 
in the passages on law’s inferiority to knowledge, unless indeed we take 
these as a reductio ad absurdum of the only alternative there is to govern¬ 
ment based on knowledge. 
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so different characters, the gentle and the spirited. This 
description is very reminiscent of the requirements he desired 
in his guardians, only whereas there the two qualities were to 
be harmonized within the individual guardian’s soul, here the 
two different types of men are to be reconciled within one state. 
Both moderation or gentleness (eaxpQoavvtj) and spiritedness or 
courage ( avbQeia ) are virtues, but their excess is vicious. Plato 
looks upon the blending of those two qualities, which are here 
analysed at some length, as the main problem for the manage¬ 
ment of men. 

In this way does the Politicus explain and analyse the kingly 
science of the Euthydemus . He seems to abandon the philoso¬ 
pher-king of the Republic , as a practical solution, and yet the 
alternative is far from satisfactory and the final definition of 
statecraft seems to imply the philosopher’s knowledge all over 
again* In spite of this, however, the Politicus is far more 
realistic in its analysis of actual forms of government, and law 
becomes both more definitely a second best, and at the same 
time more of a necessity, than it was ever before. 

So it is natural that an attempt should be made in the Laws 1 
to provide a code in accordance with which a city might be 
governed in the world as it is. There is also a general restate¬ 
ment of general political principles, and the attitude adopted 
throughout is not unlike that of the Politicus . The ideal ruler 
is relegated to the age of Cronos in a passage that must be taken 
as a reference back to the myth of that dialogue. Here too law 
is admittedly but a second best, but necessary because no man 
has the knowledge required to do without it (875 d). 

The first book begins with a discussion that continues the 
contrast between moderation and courage, gentleness and 

1 A wrong idea of the nature of this, Plato’s last, work is so widespread that 
it should be said again that there is immensely more to be got out of it than 
its unfortunate title would imply. Only four books, VIII, IX, XI, XII, are 
concerned with a detailed legal code. Books I—III are a very general dis¬ 
cussion of psychology, art, education, history and political theory ; IV-V 
are a general preamble to the founding of the projected state, followed by a 
discussion of its population, climate, &c. ; VI gives the offices of state, 
methods of election and marriage laws ; VII is on education ; X discusses 
religion. We have seen the important contributions made on several of 
these subjects. In importance and general interest, the Laws yield first 
place only to the Republic. It is, in fact, a final statement of Plato’s philo¬ 
sophy without the metaphysics. See Taylor, pp. 462-497. 
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spiritedness found in the last pages of the Politicus. But in the 
Laws it is represented as a difference between the Athenian and 
the Dorian point of view. Cleinias the Cretan boasts that the 
laws of his country aim first and foremost at efficiency in war. 
This he justifies on the ground that war is the ‘ natural 5 
state between cities and individuals, and even, he adds at the 
Athenian’s suggestion, between the conflicting desires of the 
same individual. Victory, therefore, is the supreme goal for 
all (625^-626^). The Athenian, on the contrary, says that 
we should aim at peace, not victory. 

Just as a man should control his passions, rather than repress 
them, so the statesman should aim at harmony between classes, 
not at the victory of any one of them. There is nothing very 
new in this, we have seen that harmony was the aim to be 
attained in the earliest dialogues. But the presentation of the 
problem is new, and the discussion of it more thorough. The 
Cretan admits he is wrong and that he confused the means 
with the end (6280) ; the Athenian follows up his advantage 
and criticizes Spartan law because it develops one virtue only, 
courage, not justice or moderation or wisdom ; and only one 
form of courage : the capacity to endure pain. Hence the 
Spartan abroad is unable to resist pleasurable temptation 
(6340, cp. 66itf). 

The discussion between the militaristic Dorian who always 
relies on force and the Athenian who relics on persuasion is 
important because it prepares the ground for the principle 
introduced later that the law must not compel until it has 
attempted to persuade (719^—723^). This principle is followed 
throughout, and each law is introduced by a preamble which 
sets forth the reason for it and thus makes an appeal to the 
intelligence and the better feelings of the citizen. Then 
follows the law itself, which should be short and clear. 
After this the punishment for transgression. Plato thus gives 
practical examples of how the lawgiver should seek to obtain 
the consent, not the sullen obedience, of his fellow citizens. 
The law, he says, should be like a parent, not a tyrant. 

The more practical outlook of the Laws is shown in the 
greater influence which circumstances are allowed to have 
upon both man and state. This is natural where the occasion 
is supposed to be the planning of an actual colony. At the very 
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beginning (625*2?) Cleinias points out how topography affects a 
people’s manner of fighting, which presumably means, on his 
excessively militaristic view, that it affects their whole life. 1 
So the Athenian has much to say of that ‘ salty neighbour ’ 
( 7 ° 5 e ) ^e sea, which brings commerce and the love of gain to 
cities, and also by making men rely on surprise attacks turns 
them into cowards. Later (747^) he speaks of the great in¬ 
fluence which climatic conditions have upon the type of men 
a country produces. And there is one remarkable outburst 
( 7 ° 9 «) : 

* I was going to say that no law is made by man at all ; that mis¬ 
fortunes or disasters of all kinds that befall us make all the laws for 
us. The compulsion of war may overthrow the constitution and 
change the laws, or pestilence compels many changes, or the occur¬ 
rence of a plague, or frequent unseasonable weather over a period 
of years. As he considers these things a man might rush to the 
conclusion, as I did just now, that mortal man never makes any 
laws, but that all human affairs are a matter of chance.’ 

He tempers this determinism by the thought of divine guidance 
and the important reflection that, even so, knowledge is still 
of the greatest use. For if a man is caught in a storm at sea, 
he cannot prevent the storm, but he will find the knowledge of 
navigation the more useful for that (709c). In spite of all 
Plato never gives up anywhere his belief that man’s greatest 
need is knowledge. 2 To want things is not enough, we must 
know whether what we pray for is good for us (687*/) ; only 
those who are wise should be entrusted with the care of the 
state ; 8 and the aim of the lawgiver is, as ever, to make the 
city wise, as well as harmonious and free (693^, 701 c). 

And so it is through lack of knowledge that past cities have 
failed. A great many cities and civilizations have, the Athe¬ 
nian tells us, been destroyed by pestilence or floods. 4 Our 
own civilization followed a flood. All knowledge and crafts 
were lost and only a few mountaineers survived. From them 
our civilization grew. First came a dynastic period of small 
clan chiefs. Hamlets soon grew at the foot of the mountain, 

1 Environment is fully given its due also in the picture of the development 
of nations in the third book. 

* Any more than he gave up the theory of Ideas. See p. 48. 

* 689c/, See p. 254. 4 6 yje ff. ; cp. Timaeus , 22 c ff. 
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these joined together and their original rulers became an 
aristocracy or maybe they chose a king. The flood is forgotten 
and a great city like Troy rises in the plain. After the Trojan 
war three great cities ruled in Greece : Argos, Messene and 
Sparta. Only Sparta remains, for they failed through lack 
of knowledge, and through their failure to co-operate (692 d ). 
The Athenian then gives a description of Persia, which, though 
successful under Cyrus became a typical despotism under Xerxes 
through his lack of education and self-control. A highly 
idealized picture of Athens of old and a very prejudiced 
account of the Persian war precede the statement that Athens 
degenerated through excess of freedom. This gives a con¬ 
venient view of the two opposite excesses, too much repres¬ 
sion on the one hand, licence on the other (699^). 

Sparta is praised as a mixed constitution (6920, 712^) and 
when the Athenian comes to the colony he is concerned with, 
in order to avoid both excesses he adopts a constitution which 
is a mixture of monarchy and democracy (701*). The perfect 
form of state is avoided because it is liable to the worst abuses 
if not successful jub-d ). This idea of a mixed constitution 
as the best is something new in Plato and he is adopting it 
from Sparta though his colony is to be quite different. 

A detailed examination of the colony founded in the Laws 
would show many points of contact with the Republic . The 
population is fixed and to be kept constant, in this case the 
number of citizen landowners is fixed at 5,040, a convenient 
number for further subdivisions (737 c, 74 od). The sexes are 
to have equal education and opportunities (805a). The prin¬ 
ciple of specialization is adopted (8462 ff.) though it does not 
here lead to a guardian class or a professional army and rulers. 
The details of religious worship are left to Apollo and other 
oracles (738c). The danger of excessive wealth or poverty is 
frequently emphasized (e.g. 742^). There are four classes in 
the state with a property qualification, an arrangement very 
reminiscent of Solon’s constitution. 

As for property, complete communism is explicitly said to be 
the best (739^), but the citizens are to be allowed private 
property to the extent of four times the value of their allotment 
of land. This land, however, must be neither bought nor sold 
(741 b). A strict census of property is to be enforced, and any 
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false declaration severely punished (754^). Finally, external 
trade is to be under government control (847^). In all this 
the colony may truly be called an approximation to the ideal 
republic. 

It is impossible to go into detail here either about the 
officers of state, their mode of election, and their duties, or 
to give any adequate account of the code of law that follows 
and which the various officials have to administer. At the 
head of affairs is a board of thirty-seven guardians of the 
law (vojuocpvhaxes), nominated by the citizen army and elected 
by a majority vote. They must be not less than fifty and not 
more than seventy years old. These guardians have general 
supervisory duties, and among the lesser matters entrusted to 
them are nominations for the board of generals, elected by 
the army as before. There is also a council of three hundred 
and sixty, one-twelfth of which is to direct affairs for one month. 
Further provisions are made for officials to look after the market, 
a board for matters in the country and another for the town. 
Here young men will have an opportunity to be co-opted and 
to familiarize themselves with administration. The most im¬ 
portant official is the director of education. He is chosen in a 
special election in which only magistrates and officials (not 
members of the council) will participate. As for the other 
elections, the tendency is to put more responsibility on the 
wealthier classes by compelling their attendance while allow¬ 
ing the poor to remain absent. 

The administration of justice is also carefully provided for. 
Throughout the Laws, as elsewhere in Plato, there is a very high 
conception of justice as £ corrective 5 , never merely punitive. 
This is, of course, a result of the Socratic belief that c no one 
sins on purpose 5 . 1 There are two kinds of equality: that of 
giving the same to all and that of giving to each according to 
his deserts. It is the latter which justice should aim at (757#, c). 
An attempt should always be made to settle things between 
neighbours, but where that fails two kinds of courts are pro¬ 
vided, for private and public suits, with appeal to courts of 
magistrates. In judging public wrongs the assembly must 
have a share, because he who has no share in the administra¬ 
tion of justice is not truly a citizen (768 b). 

1 See pp. 226 ff. 
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Change in the law is dangerous, but Plato allows for it, if 
somewhat grudgingly, as he also allows travel abroad for older 
men. They are to report to a special council of magistrates 
meeting at night through whom changes can be made. 

As for Plato’s code of law, it is hard and the punishment 
heavy. It is the moral rather than the physical damage that 
he always has in view. He warned us in the Politicus that the 
only alternative to knowledge is laws the transgression of 
which is punished by death. But in the last pages of the 
Laws he once more emphasizes the need of knowledge for 
his nocturnal council, who have charge of the laws. 


l 9 




APPENDIX I 

BURNET AND THE PHAEDO 

The theories of Professors Burnet and Taylor are well known. 
According to them the picture which Plato gives of Socrates in the 
dialogues is historical and the theory of Ideas as we find it in the 
Phaedo and the Republic was held by the historical Socrates. They 
go even farther than this, and credit the theory in all essentials to the 
Pythagoreans. With this general point of view I do not propose 
to deal. It has not found general acceptance and is, to my mind, 
satisfactorily refuted, especially by W. D. Ross in the introduction 
to his edition of Aristotle’s Metaphysics (pp. xxxii-xlv), and in a 
special paper of his (Proc. Class. Assoc., 1933), also by G. C. Field 
in his Socrates and Plato. 

But Burnet bases his case to a large extent on an interpretation of 
the Phaedo which I believe mistaken. 1 He argues that the theory of 
Ideas is there introduced as something quite familiar to Socrates’ 
audience, especially to Simmias and Kebes ; that Simmias and 
Kebes are Pythagoreans ; and that the theory is therefore in essence 
Pythagorean. This, he tells us farther, is what we are told by 
Aristotle. On this last point I will only refer the reader to Ross’s 
discussions already mentioned, and to his notes on the passages of 
the Metaphysics quoted therein. For the rest of Burnet’s argument, 
it is my immediate purpose to show that the first statement is not 
true, that the theory of Ideas is not introduced in the Phaedo as some¬ 
thing familiar to Simmias and Kebes, and that there is little evidence 
that those two men were Pythagoreans in any real sense. My reason 
for doing so is that the statement about the familiarity of the theory 
has been accepted (mistakenly, as I believe) even by those who do 
not agree with Burnet’s conclusions. 2 

The following considerations prove, it seems to me, that Simmias 
and Kebes are not represented as familiar with the theory of Ideas. 

1. The analysis given in the text (pp. 15 if.) of the five different occasions 


1 E. G. Ph , 9 354 ff. ; Phaedo , xliii ff, and notes passim ; From Thales to 
Plato , pp. 154 ff. See also Taylor, pp. 174-208, and Varia Socratica , p. 56. 

* e.g. Robin, Phaedo (Bud6), p. xviii; Ross, Metaphysics on 987^ 10, 
Hackforth, p. 164. He discusses the evidence of the Apology againstGurnet’s 
general view on pp. 158-66. 
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on which the theory of Forms is discussed in the Phaedo shows that a dif¬ 
ferent aspect of the theory is brought out on each occasion : 

(a) in 65 d-66a we are made to understand that there are realities which 
the mind or soul grasps without the help of the senses. 

(1 b ) in 720-7 6c : these are the realities which the mind knew before 
birth, and of which we are reminded through sense-perception, 
in so far as the particulars * imitate * the Forms. 

(c) 780-80^ : the absolute unchangeability of the Forms is emphasized, 
and their nature contrasted with the physical world. 

(1 d ) loob-e : participation in the Forms is the cause of phenomena and 
of their qualities. 

(e) i 02 d-io$b : a further discussion of participation and a difficult dis¬ 
tinction between properties and accidents derived therefrom. 

This surely appears to be a gradual explanation of the theory of Ideas, 
the more difficult problems coming last. Of course each succeeding aspect 
of the theory is worked into the argument for immortality and made use 
of, for this is a well-constructed work of art and not (though its very success 
would make us forget it) an actual conversation. There is a good deal of 
explanation and discussion in each passage which seems to make it very 
unlikely that those to whom it is addressed are familiar with the Ideas ; 
they certainly are not familiar with its implications. 

2. The impression of a carefully graded explanation of the theory is con¬ 
firmed by the fact that the technical vocabulary seems to be graded in the 
same manner. It seems to have generally escaped notice that the words 
elSog and Idia are not used to indicate the Forms until 1030 and that after 
that they are used freely. 1 But apart from this the vocabulary seems to 
develop as follows : In 65^ ff. we have : (pajuiv n elvai Sixaiov avrd . . . 
r rjg ovolag o rvy^avei ixaorov ov . . . avro xa 0 ’ avrd elfaxgiveg ixaorov in 
74a ff., such expressions as avro to low . . . avrd to 8 ioriv (low) (74^) ; 
ixelvov rov 6 ioriv loov (j$b) : avrd to xaXov . . . dnavra olg into- 
(pQayitdfieda to avrd S ioriv (*j$d). 

In 78^ ff. are added avrrj rj ovola, avr 6 ixaorov 8 ion to ov, fiovoeiSig 8 v 
aired xaO ’ avrd, (hoavrwg xara ravrd i%ei and at Qob we have the full con¬ 
trast between the visible and the eternal worlds. The latter is called rd 
Oelov, ddavarov, vorjrdv , povoeideg, ddidXvrov, del xara ravrd ix ov &wr<J>. 

In 100b : to xalov axrzo xaB * avr 6 , naqovola at lood , r<Jj xaXcp rd xa Ad 
xal a, 100c. 

In 103^ : to iv rj/rlv, rd iv (pvoei. Then at last eldog, Idia and juogyij in 
1030, as if from a feeling that now that everything has been explained the 
technical terms, which are used freely henceforth, will be understood. 

3. This is all very different from the way the theory is introduced in the 
fifth book of the Republic , where Glaucon is definitely supposed to be 
familiar with it. Socrates has been asked to differentiate between the lovers 


1 At 78^, Svo eldr] rwv dvrcov is clearly irrelevant ; the word is used in its 
ordinary sense : ‘ two kinds of existence ’, of which one is the physical world. 
Phaedo uses elSog for the Forms at 102^ in his own person when he breaks off 
the story for a moment. This was evidently the natural way to refer to 
them and it makes it all the more remarkable that the word is not used by 
Socrates up to this point in the reported conversation, for certainly there has 
been plenty of opportunity. 
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of sights and sounds and the philosopher. This, he says, might be difficult 
to explain to others, 4 but you (Glaucon) will, I think, agree with what 
follows \ He then goes on (4752) : 

. . . inetdrj ionv ivavxlov xaXdv alaygoj, Svo avrcb elvai. 
n&g 6 ' 0$ ; 

otixofiv eneidi) Svo, xai ev Sxdreqov ; 
xal TOVTO. 

xai neqi Sf) Sixalov xai dSCxov xai ayadov xal xaxov xal navrcov rd>v elS&v 
niqt 6 avrdg Xoyog, avrd /uev iv ixacnov elvai, rfj Se ra>v nqaSicov xai aco/Liarcov 
xai dXXrjXcov xoivcovtq navrayov (pavra^o/xeva noXXa (palveaOai ixaarov. 
And the argument proceeds from there. Not only is the word elSog used 
in introducing the theory, but the whole feeling is different. The Ideas are 
not something to be explained but something taken as known (/ mvOdvco , 
477c) the theory is then used in argument, as in Phaedo , but the explanations 
given are of a very different character. 1 

4. It should be noted also that Simmias brings forward the theory that the 
soul is a harmony. This, as Socrates points out, is quite inconsistent with 
the theory of Recollection and of knowledge as recollection of the Ideas. 
Such a conception of the soul could not have been held by any one who was 
acquainted with the epistemological implications of the theory of Forms. 

5. We must now examine the particular phrases upon which Burnet 
mainly bases his case to prove that Simmias and Kebes are * enthusiastic 
supporters * of the theory of Ideas. That they are very much attracted by it 
when it is explained to them I do not, of course, deny. It is true also that 
Simmias abandons his definition of the soul as a harmony when it is shown 
to clash with the theory, though this is by no means the only argument 
brought against the view. 

Much is made of Simmias* emphatic words : cpa/iev /ihroi vf) Ala at 65 d, 
in answer to the question : (pa/uev n elvai Slxaiov rj ovSev ; and to 
Socrates’ next words : xai ad xaXov yi n xai dyaddv; he replies : ncog S’oti. 

Two points arise. First, that Simmias agrees without hesitation. But, 
as Burnet himself says in his note, ‘ if we will only translate literally and 
avoid loose philosophical terminology, there is nothing in the doctrine as 
here set forth which should be unintelligible to any one who understands a 
few propositions of Euclid and recognizes a standard of right conduct 
This makes it clear that Socrates is proceeding step by step. Further, 
Euthyphro agrees with almost as much enthusiasm (5 d Jtavrcog Srjjiov) though 
the language there is far more technical and definite, e.g. avrd Se iavrdp 
6 /ioiov xai iyov /ilav nva idiav x.r.X. Yet it is not suggested that Euthy¬ 
phro was * perfectly familiar * with the theory of Ideas. The second point 
of which Burnet makes much is the use of the first person plural. Taylor 
(F. 5 ., 57 n.) goes so far as to suggest there are two distinct sets of * we * 
referring to two different groups. Burnet says ‘ the suggestion clearly is 
that Socrates and Simmias are using the language of a school to which both 
belong *. But is it ? Socrates frequently uses the first person plural, thus 
associating others with himself in the search for truth. He does it in the 
Laches (1 93^ ff. and passim) , in the Lysis (218 ff.), throughout the Republic and 
elsewhere. I cannot feel that the first person plural used in this dialogue 
throughout has any particular significance. 

As for the OqvXov/xev of 7 6d, the £mo<pQayi£ 6 /ueda of 75 d (which looks back 


1 I am not suggesting that the fact that the theory is familiar to Glaucon 
need mean anything more than that it had been explained elsewhere. 
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to 740) and the noXvdgvXifca of 100 b, I see no reason why they should refer to 
anything but the frequent previous mention of the Forms in this very 
dialogue. No reader of the Phaedo will be surprised to find these ‘ eternal 
things ’ referred to as noXvOgvXrfxa by this time. In fact he will find himself 
agreeing that they are * the things we are always babbling about To see 
in any of this a reference to a ‘ school of philosophy ’ is surely fanciful. 

All these considerations have convinced me that Burnet was mis¬ 
taken when he declared that the theory of Ideas is introduced in this 
dialogue as something familiar to Simmias and Kebes. There can 
be no doubt that Plato very carefully explains the theory step by 
step. It would surely be inartistic (though this is a purely subjective 
argument) to do this to an audience already fully familiar with it. 

I cannot enter here into the vexed question of Pythagorean 
influence upon the development of the theory of Ideas. Clearly 
they had some. But there is no evidence in the Phaedo that will 
allow us to class Simmias and Kebes as Pythagoreans in any real 
sense. They have attended some lectures of Philolaus at Thebes 
(0doXa(p oiryyeyovdreg, 6id). So did a good many Thebans, one 
imagines, just as Meno attended those of Gorgias. If they appear 
in Iamblichus’ list of Pythagoreans, Xenophon ( Mem., I, 48) has 
them in a list of Socratics. Both may be based on little more than 
this dialogue. And what Socrates expects to find at 6 xd-e is that 
they have heard Philolaus on suicide, and that he has told them that 
a philosopher should be willing to face death. Kebes says he 
has heard ‘ nothing definite ’ (ovddv aa<pdg). What a disciple ! A 
moment later he says he has indeed heard from Philolaus that a man 
should not commit suicide. He heard this from others also but, he 
repeats, nothing definite. And that is all about Philolaus . The im¬ 
pression made upon the reader is that Kebes is a cultured person 
with a general interest in philosophy, not a philosopher. As for 
Simmias, he is, as we saw, the kind of person who can speak of the 
soul as a harmony without seeing, until it is pointed out to him, that 
this is incompatible with the theory of Recollection. I cannot but 
feel that we are to see in this the confused state of Simmias’ mind 
rather than ‘ the inherent contradictions of fifth-century Pytha¬ 
gorean thought’. 

Finally, if Burnet is right in suggesting that Phaedo tells the tale 
in the Pythagorean awddgtov at Phlius (notes admit. .) I feel sure that 
Plato’s purpose is to explain the theory of Ideas to those who know 
fi that the art of measurement is concerned with all things ’ but who 
fail because ‘ they are not accustomed to study a subject by classify¬ 
ing it according to the Ideas ’ (Pol., 285 a) rather than to indicate to 
his readers in any over-subtle manner that the Pythagoreans dis¬ 
covered the theory of Forms. 



APPENDIX II 

SOPHIST , 2460-249^ 

As explained in the text, I believe that Plato is here setting himself 
a problem, rather than solving it: that the Forms by themselves 
do not account for movement and life and that somehow (but he 
does not here say how) soul, as well as Ideas, must be included in 
reality in the full sense (in ‘ das im strengen Sinn Seiende 5 as Ritter 
puts it, II, p. 130). 

This passage of the Sophist has given rise to countless discussions, 
and to justify my view I must deal with the main points. For full 
reference I refer the reader to M. Dies’ special monograph La 
definition de Vetre et la nature des Ide'es dans le Sophiste de Platon , to his 
introduction to the Bude edition of dialogue, and his Autour de 
Platon, II, pp. 362 if. The chief points in dispute are three : 

1. The definition of the existent (rd ov) as that which has the power to act 
or to be acted upon (dvvajLiig elr elg rd noieTv sir elg rd naOeXv , 2472) has 
sometimes been taken to indicate a complete change in Platonic philosophy, 
especially by Zeller, who from this point on wants to regard the Ideas as 
active powers. He supports this view by a misunderstanding of 248^-249^, 
and of the passage from the Philebus discussed in App. IV below. As he puts 
it (II, 575, see also Apelt, p. 23 ff.) ‘ wir miissen den Begriff des Seins auf den 
der Kraft zuriickfiihren \ This view is followed by Lutoslawski (433). Di£s, 
however, has satisfactorily proved ( UEtre , 17 ff.) that the definition is intro¬ 
duced as provisional, remains so, and is discarded when it has done its work. 
In any case, as the only dvva^ug attributed to the Ideas in this section is the 
power to be known, which is a ddvafug elg rd jzaQelv and so does not imply 
any noieXv, Zeller’s conclusion does not follow. Add to this that the Being 
which we are seeking to define includes that of the materialist as well as that 
of the friends of the Ideas, the definition must apply to o 6 j/j,a as well as to 
dawfxara eldrj. It is not, therefore, a definition of Being as understood by 
Plato, hitherto at least. 

2. In 2480-249^ the stranger attacks the * friends of the Ideas \ The 
difficulty is this : these phflosophers speak of Becoming (yiveaig) and 
Being (ovoid) and separate the two completely. The former we know by 
means of our bodily perceptions, the latter by means of the soul’s reasoning 
(XoyioiAq). How can these two have any communication with one another 
(xoivcovla ) ? The Idealists can in fact be convicted of contradiction : they 
admit that the Ideas are known, but they deny that the Ideas are acted upon 
in any way. Hence, to be consistent they should deny that to be known 
is a nddog. But that is absurd. Now if they admit, as they must, that 
yiyvcboxeodai is a nddog , then they must admit that the Ideas, being known, 
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arc acted upon or, in other words, subject to xlvrjaig or activity. This is, 
however, impossible for those who hold, as the friends of the Ideas do, that 
the real is completely unmoved, not subject to xlvrjaig. This ends the 
argument directed explicitly against these Idealists who must now admit 
that their ova la is subject to at least ‘ the power of being acted upon ’. 

The next paragraph is the most important. The stranger suddenly 
exclaims : 

‘ By Heaven, shall we believe that there is no movement, life, soul or 
knowledge in what supremely is ( iv rep navreh&g fivri ), that it neither loves 
nor knows, but stands motionless, in proud sanctity, without life or move¬ 
ment ? ’ 

He then asserts that the navreXcog ov must have mind and life, and therefore 
soul. Having soul, it will have motion. We must therefore agree that that 
which is in motion, and motion itself, must exist fully. And he proceeds to 
apply his findings. 

The whole difficulty here lies in the words navreXevg ov, and the problem 
seems to be this. The ‘ friends of the Ideas deny that anything is truly real 
which is subject to xlvrjaig of any kind. But to restrict the real in this way 
to what is absolutely immobile is unsatisfactory, first because such Ideas 
could not even be known, and further (since yiyvdbaxeaOai is a passivity) we 
must also include the knowing mind, which is a principle of active move¬ 
ment and causation, in true Reality, iv rep navrelebg ovu. Now Plato, who 
was a believer in Ideas, could do this in two ways, either by endowing his 
Ideas themselves with mind (so Zeller), or by including in the world of true 
reality another kind of existent, namely soul, which contains the active 
principle of motion within itself. True reality, rd navrelebgov, will then 
include both Ideas and some kind of soul. I agree with Di£s, and it is 
indeed the general opinion, that Plato did not do the former : the Ideas 
never became gods. But he did do the latter. And I must here refer the 
reader to my discussion of Plato’s gods (pp. 161 ff.) to see how he did it, and 
how the inclusion of souls as existents in the full sense, was only the culmina¬ 
tion of a long process of development in Plato’s thought. 

I do not believe that Diks is right ( UEtre , 48, 54) in the distinction he 
makes between ovala as endowed with passive, navreXebg 8 v as endowed with 
active movement. The two words are, I believe, used synonymously. It 
is true that ovala is used of the Ideas, when quoting the Idealists in argument (or 
rather arguing against them and therefore using the word as they do). 
There is a difference of this kind between the Ideas and vovg, but that is not 
the point here. Nor can I agree that navreXebg ov refers to the sensible world 
(ibid., 73 ff). The references given by Di6s do not convince me that these 
words could ever be applied to it. And surely it was not necessary to prove 
so emphatically that there was movement in the physical world ? Nor can 
the words refer to the whole universe, including the noetic with the sensible, 
as Di£s now believes (II, 558 ff.). And even if it could, it would not mean 
that here. Plato had never denied that there was soul in the cosmos, 
either in the Phaedo or elsewhere. What the Phaedo does seem to deny is 
that anything which is subject to movement could be said to be in the full 
sense in which the Ideas are. The fact that the soul knows and claims kin¬ 
ship with the Ideas implies a contradiction (for to be known is a n&Qog). 
Which is just the contradiction of which the passage before us accuses the 
‘ friends of the Ideas 

3. Who are the Friends of the Ideas ? 

To any reader who had not been forewarned by scholarly discussions it 
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would seem perfectly obvious that the author of the Phaedo and the Republic 
must at least be included among those here criticized. The language of the 
Phaedo can only be understood as creating just such a divorce between the 
phenomenal world and ‘ the real 5 as is here indicated. Certainly the Ideas 
are there at perfect rest and not subject to xiv^aig. There is, of course, talk 
of participation, and the whole point of the Sophist is to point out to such 
Idealists that no such participation or imitation is possible unless they grant 
the Ideas at least passive Svva/Lug, and unless they grant further that the 
mind is somehow part of the supreme reality. But, here as in the Par¬ 
menides, Plato may well have in mind also some of his disciples who carried 
this separation further than he did, or than he had intended, and had not 
profited by the efforts he had already made to bridge the gap. This is now 
the generally accepted view, it would appear, in Germany. 

See Friedlander, II, 528 ; Ritter, II, 132 ; Wilamowitz, I, 564, includes 
also the Eleatics and other Idealists, and the argument certainly applies 
equally to them ; Gomperz, II, 596 ; Raeder, 328. All these at least 
include Plato himself. Natorp, 292 and Shorey, 594 take the reference to 
be to wrong-headed disciples. Di£s does not commit himself, but thinks it 
improbable that Plato is criticizing himself. Brochard, 137, also remains in 
doubt. 

Zeller thought the Megarian school were meant, but this is refuted by 
Gomperz, Di£s and Wilamowitz. 

Taylor, 385, and Burnet, 91 n. 1, and 280, find here also a reference to 
later Pythagoreans. This, of course, fits in with the rest of their point of 
view. 
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POLITICUS , 2836-2856 

Too much importance has often been attached to certain unusual 
expressions in this passage and they have been taken to indicate 
some fundamental change in Plato’s doctrine. Ritter even goes so 
far as to distinguish between two kinds of Ideas, 1 one to correspond 
to each of the two kinds of measurement here discussed. There is 
no trace of this in the text. As it is extremely dangerous in inter¬ 
preting Plato to attach too much importance to single words and 
unusual phrases (indeed he delights in oxymoron at times as a way 
of challenging thought) I propose to give a summary of the whole 
passage first, adding the Greek words where necessary ; it will be 
the simplest way of making clear what I consider the correct inter¬ 
pretation of the debated words. 

283c Let us consider the whole question of excess and defect (naoavtijv 
xIneQpoXfjv xai eXXeixpiv.) The science of measurement (fiexQ^nxY]) is 
d concerned with bigness and smallness, and the whole of excess and 
defect. And let us divide measurement in two parts : the first is con¬ 
cerned with the size of objects in relation to one another, the other 
with the necessary nature of the process of becoming (xara rijv rfjg 
yeviaecog avayxalav ovolav). You think that what is smaller is 
naturally so in relation to what is bigger and to nothing else, and vice 
e versa. Yet what exceeds the mean (rrjv (pvcnv /listqIov) or is exceeded 
by it we again speak of as really coming to be (dvrcog yiyvofxevov ), 
and in this way (iv $) the good among us differ from the bad. 
Therefore (<%>a) we must suppose these two ways in which the big and 
the small exist (otioiag) and they are thus judged, as we now see, in 
relation to each other and in relation to the mean. 

284a Arts and crafts (rixvai) and their products are thus divided. If they 
watch closely the more and the less than the mean, thinking not that 
this does not exist but that it is difficult (ov% cbg ofixdv dXX cog xaXendv), 
b thus preserving the mean, their products are good. 
c Our aim must be to see that more and less are measured not only in 
d relation to one another but also to the realization of the mean (rXjv 
rov fierglov y&veoiv). The arts and sciences and the mean cannot 
e exist without each other. Therefore there are two kinds of measure¬ 
ment ‘ one, those arts which measure number, size, depth, width, 
swiftness, in relation to their contraries, the other, those arts which 
measure in relation to the mean, the fitting, the opportune, the neces- 


1II, 158 ff. 
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sary and all those things which are established by the middle between 
the extremes \ 

285a That is what many wise men (the Pythagoreans ?) say, that measure¬ 
ment is concerned with all that is. But because they are unaccus¬ 
tomed to classify things in accordance with the Forms, they class 
b together whatever they think in some way alike, though it is different, 
and also separate what should be together. One should examine all 
the differences in the Forms, and include together in the nature of one 
Form (yivovg nvdg otiolq) all that properly belongs together within 
one likeness {ivrog filag d^oiorrjTog), 

The meaning of this absolute mean I have tried to explain in the 
text. It is not called an Idea because it is not, at least for the most 
part, coextensive with it. Take the Idea Man. Clearly there are 
within it many qualities, each made definite at a certain point. 
For example, to revert to our illustration of human temperature : 
the Form of man will contain heat in a certain mathematical ratio, 
say 98 degrees Fahrenheit. That formula, 98 degrees, as applied 
to heat, is part of the Idea Man. It is not the whole of it, nor is it 
the Idea of heat. To speak of the ‘ mean * as an Idea therefore 
would only confuse us, as we are trying to establish the existence of 
the absolute mean, or, in other words, to prove the existence of 
objective reality in mathematical terms. What applies to my 
example of temperature applies in the same way to all the other 
qualities that go to make up the Idea of man. There is an ideal, ‘ a 
mean ’ for every virtue, for size, &c. And Plato dreamt of express¬ 
ing the right point for every quality with as much precision as we 
are able to do in the case of temperature. All these right points or 
amounts together would presumably be found in the Idea of man, 
and, all together at least, there only. 

Once this point is established he goes on to criticize certain 
philosophers (he is usually taken to refer to the Pythagoreans). 
He says in effect that it is true, as they maintained, that measure¬ 
ment is the basis of all science. But that is not enough. You can¬ 
not reason and classify properly unless you do so in accordance with 
the Forms. His meaning is surely obvious : you may know that 
human temperature is a matter of calculation of heat (and let us 
suppose you have the means of measuring it in degrees), but unless 
you know the mean, the right temperature for man, you are not very 
far advanced and you have no medical knowledge. That is to 
calculate according to the mean, and also according to the Ideas. 
But the latter implies even more. For unless you know and have 
a proper understanding of the whole Idea of man, of man’s function 
and purpose as it were, unless you see the Idea as a whole with your 
mind’s eye, you will not know why 98 degrees is the proper tempera¬ 
ture for man. If Plato is here criticizing the Pythagoreans, then 
clearly he did not think that they had reached this point, if indeed 
they had reached the second stage, which is doubtful. They know 
that all art is measurement, but they fail to make the distinction 
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between purely relative calculation and calculation with the scientific 
mean in view. 

The main points of the passage now being clear we may examine 
the startling expressions which are found in it, though I do not be¬ 
lieve any of them too startling when left embedded in their context. 
Plato uses otWa, as he uses eldog , quite often very vaguely. So in 
283^ for dirtaq ova lag rov fieyaXov we might as well have had dvo eldri 
rov peyaXov and the meaning is simply two kinds, two natures 
(= (pvaeig ) of bigness without, I believe, any reference to the degree 
of reality of either kind. And when the second kind of measurement 
is defined as xard ri)v rfjg yevdaecog dvaynalav otiolav the important 
word seems to be dvayxalav and we might as well have had rfy ry\g 
yevdaecog dvdyxt]v. At any rate it must refer to that part of the pro¬ 
cess of becoming which is governed by the fixed and unalterable 
mean. It is the fixity that is important (it has nothing whatever 
to do with the very different use of dvayxri in the Timaeus). The 
necessary and fixed condition of any becoming is the mean, the 
fihgiov, the exact, right ratio of any quality inherent in an Idea, and 
the whole phrase is equivalent to jigdg rd phgtov, e.g. in 283* 11. 
The Idea is indeed the necessary condition of the coming into exis¬ 
tence of any particular. But it really makes little difference if we 
wish to press the phrase to mean ‘ the necessary reality of the process 
of becoming ’ (though I think this emphasis on ovalav is wrong) for 
the phenomena, in so far as they have any reality, have it just in so 
far as they express or imitate the Ideas, which they do in so far as they 
conform to the measure, mean or nhgiov inherent in them. That 
there was some degree of reality in the world of becoming is obvious 
even from the Line of the Republic , and was never denied by Plato. 

And so that which stands in relation, be it excess or defect, to the 
mean and the Idea, is looked upon as trying to get as close to that mean 
as possible (just as the equal sticks imitate equality in the Phaedo ). 
No phenomenon quite reaches this mean, but it is in so far as it is 
so related to the ‘ mean ’ that it has any reality and can be said really 
to come to be. Which is the meaning of the phrase Svrcog yiyvdfxevov. 

All these expressions describe yiveoig , and only the scientific type 
of measurement can describe the process of coming to be. Purely 
relative measurement does not, and cannot, describe it. It can 
only say ‘ this is bigger than that \ It cannot say what this is, or 
to be more exact, what this becomes. 

Once more : When I say that Socrates is hotter than Theaetetus 
I am not saying anything very essential about either of them. But 
when I say, ‘ Socrates’ temperature is 100 degrees, he therefore has 
a fever,’ I am relating Socrates to the absolute mean 98, thereby 
expressing a relationship between him and the Idea of man. I 
have knowledge of what he is, or becomes, I am relating him to that 
which is real in him, which is the extent to which he realizes the 
Idea of man as expressed by temperature. That is ‘ the being of 
his becoming ’, and I am considering him as an dvrcog yiyvdpevov . 



APPENDIX IV 

PHILEBUS , 230-27* 

The view adopted in the text is based mainly on two points : that 
the Ideas are to be classed under ndqag , and that the mixed class 
contains phenomena only; in other words, that Plato is trying to 
account for the process of becoming. The first point, that the Ideas 
belong to the Definite or Limit, seems to me to follow from the 
following considerations, 

1. The theory elaborated in this passage is quite obviously the same as 
that which is more briefly mentioned in 16c, and the two passages must be 
taken together. There can be no doubt that the henads or monads men¬ 
tioned in 15 a-b are the Ideas, for the difficulties put forward by Socrates in 
the next paragraph are obviously the old difficulties involved in participa¬ 
tion in the Forms discussed in the Parmenides . Nor can any reader of the 
Sophist and the Politicos (not to mention the Phaedrus) doubt that in the pro¬ 
cess of dialgeaig the search for a unit in division is the search for an eldog. 
That is explicitly stated in passages too numerous to mention. The process 
of division is again mentioned in i 6 d , in connexion with the TtdQag—dbretQov 
theory (del fjilav Iddav neql ndvrog ixdoTore Oeftdvovg grjreiv). There too 
we have h — noXM, ndQag—dmeiQov as equivalent pairs. Division is a search 
for iv in each case, and we must proceed from the highest £v (the summum 
genus ) through a definite number of subdivisions. Each of these is, of course, 
also a b 9 a henad or Idea {fila Idda). 1 It is also ndqag being impressed upon 
ftjiBiQa. Clearly, here at least, the Idea is definitely classed with ndqag. 
And that holds for all the examples of classification given in the following 
pages. 

2. I have said that the Ideas belong to ndQag. We meet them chiefly in 
this dialogue under their mathematical aspect. I have tried to show that 
the cosmic number of the Republic is the Idea of Good considered (mythi¬ 
cally) as the supreme and all-inclusive mathematical formula of the world. 
Therefore the fact that only mathematical illustrations are used here will 
not disturb us. Some scholars have seen in the ndgag here the fiaOrjfiarwd 
which Aristotle says Plato placed between the Ideas and the particulars. 
In the Line of the Republic we should presumably find these in the lower 
section of the noetic world CE. There both CE and EB contain Ideas. So 
here, I suggest, in so far as Plato has these fAadiyaaTMd in mind, they too are 


1 Bury, p. xlii, says eldrj are the dgiSpiol or ndca which mediate between 
the One and the many. But in every division the eldog of any class is also 
a iv and must therefore be identified with ndqag. 
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to be found in nigag but, at least in this dialogue, the two are not dif¬ 
ferentiated and would both be called Ideas, as in the Republic . 

3. Zeller maintains that the Ideas come under alrla. This is directly 
due to his misinterpretation of the passages from the Sophist discussed above 
(App. II). If Plato was not there turning his Ideas into moving souls, but 
rather differentiating between the two we shall not be surprised to find 
ygdvrjcng, vovg and ocxpia classed under alrla . The moving cause is, as it was 
already in the Phaedrus , soul, and wisdom and knowledge naturally belong 
to it. Far from being an argument in favour of including Ideas under 
alrla , this becomes a reason for excluding them. It is true that Ideas are 
called the cause of things in the Phaedo and the Republic . So they are in a 
sense, as it is the contemplation of them which leads the soul to act rightly, 
and the demiurge to create. They cause r(p yiyvaxjxeodai, not directly. 
Further, when the Phaedo and the Republic were written, the moving cause 
had not been satisfactorily distinguished or accounted for, which is the 
point that the passage in the Sophist (249c) brings to the fore. 

The argument that if nigag is mixed with &neigov to form the mixed class 
this would make the Ideas immanent if they belong to nigag is hardly 
worth refuting. For then any form of participation would make them 
immanent. Surely this is pressing the word ‘ mix ’ too far. 

That ndgag is not an active principle is true. Neither, if my interpretation 
of the passage in question from the Sophist is right, are the Ideas. If they 
were we should need no moving cause, and no demiurge. 

4. As is well known, Jackson classed the Ideas under 1uxzov . He dis¬ 
tinguishes between the n6oov which is ftfrgiov and the many n6aa which 
only approximate to it. The former, together with the More-and-less 
(under the guidance of vovg) then makes a fuxrdv which is an Idea ; the 
latter n6aa , impressed by vovg upon the More-and-less, make imperfect 
particulars. The objections to this are many, the chief one being that it 
does violence to the Platonic text with the sole purpose of evolving a Platonic 
doctrine which tallies with what Aristotle says about it. Also (i) n6aov and 
liixgiov are not ‘ plainly * different in 24c ; on the contrary, the words are 
synonymous, 

(ii) Where do these imperfect n6oa come from ? Does the vovg that 

brings phenomena about work with imperfect formulae ? The 
particulars are then no longer imperfect approximations to per¬ 
fect Ideas, but perfect copies of imperfect formulae. That is 
not Platonic. 

(iii) Surely the reason why the particulars only approximate to the Ideas 

is to be found in the nature of the More-and-less, the Indeter¬ 
minate of the Philebus , the ix/uayeiov of the Timaeus , not, on any 
theory, in the model, the fxergiov or the abrotcjjov. 

(iv) What is the relation of these faulty n6aa with the dgidpol ? Jackson 

identifies them, but are they not wrong calculations ? To intro¬ 
duce them only adds to the confusion. 

Rodier also places the Ideas under fuxra, as well as the particulars. We 
then have two processes of yiveaig. In the former the Ideas are fuxrd, some 
higher Idea being negag . For the yiveaig of a particular a lower Idea is 
nigag. This is ingenious, but there is nothing in Plato to make us suppose 
that he ever, and certainly not here, considered his Ideas as /nurd, even 
though there obviously is some interdependence between the Ideas. 
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This brings us to the second disputable point, that we are here 
concerned only with the coming to be of the physical world. If 
the Ideas are to be included only under nigag, this cannot but be 
the case. It may be added, however, that, even if Plato realized the 
interdependence of Ideas, he would hardly have described the pro¬ 
cess as a yiveaig. But we need not hang our case on a word. The 
general sense of the passage makes the point clear : the meta¬ 
physical discussion arose from the fact that the mixed life, by which 
human life is obviously meant, has been found to include pleasure 
and pain as well as knowledge. From this we go on to discuss the 
meaning of‘ mixed \ Hence the fuxrdv from first to last naturally 
refers to the world of phenomena : there is not a shadow of a hint 
that it anywhere refers to anything else. 1 And while it is quite in 
Plato’s manner to introduce as all but a digression an analysis that 
throws new light on his philosophy as a whole, it is hardly his way 
to revolutionize the very basis of that philosophy in a parenthesis. 
And I would again emphasize that when negag and fateigov are first 
introduced it is in connexion with the method of Sialgeocg as 
applied to the physical world in accordance with the Ideas. 

We are, in fact, once more dealing with the fiergrjTixifj which has 
the absolute fiitzgiov in view, described in the Politicus. As there, so 
here, it analyses the process of yheoig. And here too I would 
hesitate to strain too far one or two curious expressions which do 
occur. We find, for example, yiveoig eig ovolav , a coming to be. 
True, if we underline ovola, Being of a kind is granted to the 
physical world. But does this mean very much more than it ever 
did ? ovola is a pretty vague word at times, and the works of 
Aristotle were not yet written. And in Plato we must not argue 
from single words. At least he always tells us not to. The same is 
true of the word eldog where it is applied to the four factors of 
existence. We need not be disturbed by such phrases as ra dvo rcov 
eldwv and xaP eldr] in 23 d, or rd dd rghov . . . t Iva idtav exeiv in 
25 b, or even by tj)v t ov dnelgov Iddav in 1 6d. That is Plato’s way, 
which is not infrequently irritating. But these expressions mean no 
more than the dvo eidrj tcov fivrcov applied to the physical and 
intelligible world in Phaedo , 79 a. To argue from this that there are 
Ideas of all four factors, as Ritter seems to do (II, 183) is to confuse 
two distinct uses of the word. 

My view is substantially in accord with that of Burnet (p. 332) and 
Friedlander (II, 573), as well as with Brochard in his excellent note (199). 
For full references see Rodier (pp. 79-93). Wilamowitz (I, p. 639) insists 
that the Ideas remain undisturbed, yet he identifies the Idea of Good with 
ahla , in a way I cannot understand. He takes the juxidv to be the physical 


1 So rd xaXovfievov 8X0v of 28 d, and to ye tov ndvrog ocbjua e/iywxov of 30a 
mean the physical world, as Bury takes them (p. xliv). Cp. x&v del Xeyo/i&a>v 
elvai in 16c. 
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world as does Bury (pp. lxiv-lxxxiv, and Appendix D and E), and Taylor 
(pp. 414 ff.) who, however, gives the Forms no place in the scheme. Natorp 
(pp. 336 ff.) equates all the Forms with Tie gag, and rightly emphasizes that 
the problem here is quite different from that in the Sophist . Ritter (II, 
pp. 165-185) at first takes fineigov as ‘ Staff’ and niqag as Form, but then 
relapses into vagueness. 
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458a : 78 

4615 : 155 

468c, d : 66 
472 d : 187 
473* : 272 

474*~475* * 86, 136 
475^ : 254 

475* *• 235, 293 

4760-* : 22 

477 c-d : 10 
478^ : 137 

484c : 187 

485^ : 66, 135 

487a : 237 

488a-* : 187, 273 

4896 : 266 

489^-490^ : 237 
490**491 d : 85 
493 d : 188 
49 6 c-e : 261 
500^—501 b : 23, 188 
5080-509* : 23, 160 
509^-51 ie : 24-8 
514*2-517a : 28 
518 b-d : 234 
519**5216 : 178, 266, 275 
5220-539* : 237-40 
5 2 3*-5 2 4^ : *37 
533* : 273 

5460-*/ : 28-30 

554*-579^ : 275 
578^-580* : 67 
580^-587* : 67-71, 135-6 
5950-607* : 188-192 
597W : 159 

6o2*-6o3</ : 136-7 
608^-6120 : 120, 138-9 

617* : 160 

Sophist: 

219 b-c : 194 
227**228* : 226-7 
229^-230* : 241-2 
2346-235* : 194-5, 202 
2370-256* : 38-42 
2460-249*/: 295-7 
2540 s 141 
2670 : 195 

Symposium: 

1780-180* : 96 
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Symposium (continued )— 
180c—185 c : 97-8 
i8ia : 222 
1865-1885 : 98 
1895-193*/ : 99 
1945-1975 : 100 
198 d : 100 
20\d-20§a: 101-2 
205 b-c : 180 

2065-2085 : 149 
2100-2125: 103-5 
211a : 20 

223d: : 184 


Theaetetus : 

153a : 40 

155 * : 39 

157^ : 37 

1635 : 10 

167a : 209 

1725 : 120 

173 c : 201 

175^1776: 38 
17&; : 254 


Theaetetus (continued )— 


177 a 

242 

1855-*/ 

38 

18 60-5 

75 > Hi 

Timaeus : 


280-295 

163-4 

3 °^ 

142 

31 a—b 

164 

33^-400 

142,165 

37 c 

152 

4 od, 41 a 

165 

445, 465-5 

169 

5 le > 53 d 

169 

55 d 

164 

64 a-c 

74.78 

685-69 c 

169 

695-70*/ 

143-4 

736 - 74 « 

136 

73 ^> 74 ^> 75 ^ s 189 

77 b 

144 

77 d 

136 

78b 

169 

80 d 

169 

gofl 

144 

92 fl 

169 





INDEX OF GREEK WORDS 


dyaQdg : 53, 217 
ddixla : 94, 226, 227, 230 
ddavarog : 129, 149, 150 
atria : see Causes 

dXr} 0 r)q : (of pleasures) 69-71, 76-8 
dvdfAvrjcng : see Recollection 
dvdgeia : 217; and acofpgoavvrj, 236, 
284 

dvoia : 227 

dvrdgcog : in 

djieigov : 1, 302 

anXorriQ : 236 (in education) 

dgexrj : 217, 231 ; see Virtue 

dgfxovla : Harmony 

davvQerov : 127, 129 

areArjg : 215 

avragxr)g : 266 

/Ma/fy : 227-8 

y&og : 42, 134 

oeavrdv : 216; Self-know¬ 
ledge 

Salficov : 144 
daifjLovioQ : 101 
Seivdrrjg : 254 
SrjjLuovgyog : Demiurge 

< 5 laigecng : 32 ; see Diairesis 
diavoia : 26-7, 137, 141 
dir]yr}cng : 184 

dixaiocrijvr) : n, 65, 223, 230, 272 
<$dfa : 27 ; Belief 
dvvajug : 10, 39, 295 

idog : see Habituation 
eldog : (use and meaning of the 
word) 1, 4, 9-10, 14, 18, 19, 
20, 38, 44, 137, 235, 292, 
300-3 ; see Ideas 
elxaala : 27 
elvat : see Be 
sijiegl: 224 


SAeyxog : 241-2 
ixfiayeiov : 170, 302 
efxneigia : 209 
Svadeg : 44 
imOv/btia : see Passion 
emQv[ir]rix6v : 66, 204 
emarrjfAr] (imarrj^rjg) : 218-19, 239 
EQcog : ('and <f>iUa ) 92, 106, in, 
193 ; -w Eros 
iraiga : 88 
iraigog: 93 
evQvOjuia : 237 
evrvxelv : 222 

faxw : 144, 167 

rjavxcdrrjg : 218 

Qeargoxgaria : 188, 201 

Oeog , 0 £ot : 150-2, 176 ; jr* Gods 

Qvfiog: 131,134,144,252 

Ixavdg : 73 
Ifxegog : in 

«a0agog : 79, 125 
jcaAdv : 53 ; see Beauty 
xagrsgia (yvxfjg) : 218 
xivrjoig : see Activity 
xoivovla : see Interrelation 
xdafiog : 58, 164 

hoyi&oQai : 16 

koyicmxog : 254 ; to hoyionxdv : 
I 3 I 5 137 

kdyog : 2, 26, 167, 182, 183, 201, 
245, 260 
axgi$r\g : 223 
-v dovvai : 17, 239 

/xaOrjjuanxd : 301; Mathematics 
/javfa : 109, 193 
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fiexi%uv, fieddSig : 35 ; see Partici¬ 
pation 

fiiaovy fjtea6Tr)<; : 43, 298-300 
fieTscogotoyla : 213 
HexQ7]Tixri : see fifaov and Measure¬ 
ment 

filfitjaiQ, fuprjxixr} : see Imitation 

fiogqpij : see eldog 

ftovcftxYj : 180, 183 

fiovaixdg : 21, 109, 187, 193, 235 

fxvdoXoyixog : 182 

fivdog : see Myth 

vdrffia : 33 ; see Concept 
vdjLiog : see Convention 
vojucxpvhaxeg : 288 
vovdsrrjTtxri (naideta) : 241 
vovg : see Nous 

olxeiov : qfj, 102, 201, 217 
6 Xov : 213, 303 

Sjnoiov : and olxeiov : 95, 102 ; 
in art, 199 

ojudvoia : 65, 263, 272 
5 v (xd —) : see Being 
SgOdxrjg : of pleasure, 77-8 ; in art, 
198 ; in virtue, 221 
8 cnov : 152 

otigavdg : (mathematical) 238 
Tzcudaycoyog : 92 

ncuddgaoxrjg : 109 ; see Homosexu¬ 
ality 

naidid : 183, 196, 197 ; see Play 
Tiavxeh&g (x 6 — ov) : 161-2, 296 
niqaq : 44-5, 74, 301-3 


nlaxig : 27 

71 otrjxrjg : 179-80, 190 ; see Poetry 
nolrjcng : 201 ; see Art 
7 zo?.vdQv^r}xa : 294 
ngocrfjxov : 199 

(Srjxcog : 210 ; see Rhetoric 

axdnog (nohxixdg) : 253 
ao(pla : 222, 255 ; see Knowledge 
avjucpcDvla : 245 
a%fuxa : 11 

oaxpQoavvr) : 7, 107, 218-19, 230, 
271 ; and dvdgela, 236, 284 

xatjig : 209, 221 
x&Xeog : 73, 244 
xdxvrj : 26, 223, 234, 280 ; 
paaiXixrj : 282 

yvaxjxixtf, imxaxxixij, xgixixrj, 
jiQOLXTixtf, 277 
xexnxdg : 217, 221 

: 79, 107 
: 271 

vnegovgdviog (xdnog) : 160 
vnddsoig : 256 ; Hypothesis 
tindvoia : 155 

(pOdvog : (in comedy) 195 
9 diHcl : 102, 263 ; see igcog 
(pihoiuaQtfg : 267 

cpiXoooyog : 267 ; see Philosopher 
(pvaig : 213; and vdpog, 51 


Xdgig : 198 fin Ait) 
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Achilles : 96, 121 
Adam, J. : 28, 29, 239, 305 
Aeschylus : 198 

Agathon : (in Symposium) 96, 100 
Alcestis : 96 

Alcibiades : (in Symposium) 89, 114 ; 

(in Alcibiades) 263 
Alexander (on Aristotle) : 5 
Alkmaeon : 74 
Anaxagoras : 2, 4, 213, 253 
Anaximander : 1 
Anaximenes : 1 
Anytus : 231-2 

Aphrodite: 155, 156, 193 ; Pan- 
demos and Ourania : 97, 107 
Apollo : 171, 193, 196, 216, 233, 245 
Aristotle : x, 3-5, 17, 34, 43, 46, 48, 
122, 162, 214, 224, 271, 281 
Aristophanes : 198, 231 ; (in Sym¬ 
posium) 99 
Aspasia : 88 

Barker, E. : 270, 275, 281, 305 
Bovet, P. : 159, 168, 305 
Brochard, V. : 48, 153, 160, 163, 
168, 170, 297, 303, 305 
Burnet, J. : xiii, xiv, 35, 36, 120, 
133, 291-4, 297, 303, 305 

Bury, R. G. : 96, 301, 303, 304, 305 

Callicles : 52, 53-8, 61, 76, 221, 262 
Campbell, Lewis : xi, 305 
Cimon : 210, 262 
Cornford, F. M. : xv, 134, 256 
Cratylus, teacher of Plato : 3 
Critias : (in Charmides) 218 
Cyrus : 287 

Diels, H. : 3, 209, 305 
Dies, A. : xv, 13, 42, 168, 194, 209, 
295 - 7 > 305 

Diogenes Laertius : 83 
Dion : 260 


Dionysus : the god : 193 ; the tyrant 
of Syracuse : 260 
Diotima : 96, 100 ff 

Egypt: 197, 249 
Empedocles : 2, 99, 278 
Epicurus, Epicureans : 70, 83 
Eryximachus : 98-9 
Euripides : 55, 151, 155, 181, 198, 
213 

Field, G. C. : ix, 4, 291, 305 
Finsler : 179, 195, 202, 305 
Friedlander, P. : 8, 51, 106, 126, 
141, 149, 208, 297, 303, 305 

Galen : 133 
Glaucon : 235, 293 
Glaucus : 139 
Gomperz, Th. : 297, 305 
Gorgias : 3, 10, 52, 208, 209, 223 
Grube, G. M. A. : 8, 59, 142, 152, 
207, 270 

Hackforth, R. : 134, 291, 305 
Harward, J. : 176, 259, 305 
Heraclitus : 2, 37, 39, 85 
Hippocrates : 213-4 ; see Medicine 
Hippothales : 91-3 
Homer : 96,102,121,149,153,154, 
188 ff., 206, 279 

Ithurriague, J. : 88, 305 

Jackson, H. : 36, 302 
Jowett, B. : 27, 306 

Kebes : 17 ff., 126 ff., 291-4 

Laches : 217-18 
Lafontaine, A. P. : 75, 79, 306 
Lagerborg, R. : 106, 306 
Leontius : 131 
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Lutoslawski, W. : 168, 295, 306 
Lysias : (in Phaedrus) 54, 105-6 

Marck, S. : 35, 306 
Meletus : 235 
Midas : 212 
Miltiades : 210, 262 
Mugnier, R. : 168, 306 
Murray, G. : 154, 306 

Natorp, P. : 4, 10, 35, 133, 159, 297, 

304 j 3 ° 6 
Nicias : 217-18 

Orpheus, Orphics : 55, 96, 121, 125 

Parmenides : 1-2, 4, 39, 96 
Pausanias : (in Symposium) 97-8, 
103, 107, 113 

Pericles : 189, 210, 213, 262 
Phaedrus : (in Symposium) 96-7 
Pheidias : 154 
Philolaus : 294 

Plato : 

chronology : xi fF. 
and historical Socrates : xiii-xiv, 
3-4, 7, 216, 259 
aristocratic outlook : 261, 269 
attitude to his art : 179, 207-8 
— to politics ; 178, 207-8 
—to women, 88-9 (see homo¬ 
sexuality) 

fear of innovations : 197, 201, 
236-7, 248, 289 
puritanism : 51, 58, 62 
self-criticism : 35 
untechnical vocabulary, 44, 229 
philosophy : see table of contents 
Plutarch : 162 
Polus : 52-3 
Proclus : 162 
Prodicus : 62 

Protagoras : 3, 13, 37, 39, 59“^ 8 5> 
209, 223, 230-1, 273 
Pythagoreans : 2, 4, 17, 28, 44, 98, 
121, 133-4, 238-9, 291, 294, 
299 


Raeder, H. : 297, 306 
Ritter, G. : x, xi, xv, 9, 10, 32, 51, 
73, 77s 89, 104, 131, 151, 162, 
168, 177, 193, 219, 297, 298, 
304, 306 

Robin, L. : 5, 30, 99, 131, 147, 160, 
168, 291, 306 
Rodier, G. : 303, 306 
Ross, W. D. : 4, 291, 306 

Shorey, P. : xiv, 2, 22, 46, 131, 297, 
306 

Simmias : 17 ff., 126 ff., 291-4 
Socrates : 

and Plato (see Plato) 
claim of ignorance : 219 
compared to torpedo-fish : 12 
development of thought : 128 
hedonism : 61-2 
homosexuality : 90-1 
speeches in Phaedrus : 106-112 
speech in Symposium : 100-5 
teaching perhaps harmful : 240, 
255, 280 

the only true statesman : 262, 272 
Solon : 149, 189 
Sophocles : 65, 213 
Stobaeus: 133 

Tarrant, D. : 8, 306 
Tate, J. : 154, 188 
Taylor, A. E. : vii, xiii, xiv, 4, 10,35, 
106, 131, 133, 143, 152, 162, 
277, 297, 304, 306 
Thales : 1, 151 
Themistocles : 189, 210, 262 
Thrasymachus: 65, 265 

Wilamowitz, U. von : xv, 4, 9, 10, 
22, 57,88,89,92, 103, 106, 116, 
126, 133, 147, 151, 152, 155, 
168, 179, 217, 297, 303, 306 

Xenophon : 87 
Xerxes : 287 

Zamolxis : 122 

Zeller, E. : 169, 295, 297, 302, 306 
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Activity (‘Movement) : 
in Ideal world : 40, 296 ; 
pleasure as — : 69 ; 
in early education : 246 
Allegory : 

does not redeem mythology, 
155 

Anthropomorphism : 151,153-4 
Art :—in Apology : 180 ;Ion : 180-2 ; 
Republic : 182-92 ; Phaedrus : 
192-4 : 210-14 ; Sophist : 

194-5 i Philebus : 195-6 ; 

Laws : 196-202 ; Gorgias : 

208-10 ; 

relies on inspiration : 180-1, 1 go- 
194 ; 

emotional appeal : 181, 185, 

203 ; 

educational value : 182-5, x 94» 

19&-7,203,205,235,245, 
248 ; 

as imitation : 184-5, 187-9, 190- 
195, 202-7 ; 

banished from Republic : 186, 189- 
i 9 °> * 9 * ; 

criteria : 198-200, 212 ; 
and pleasure : 80, 182, 186, 195- 
199, 200, 209-10, 245 ; 
censorship : 192,197,200,205-6 ; 
and psychology : 214-15 ; 
requires knowledge : 190, 199, 

210-12 ; 

painting : 187, 188, 190, 194 
see also jiovoixrj 
Astronomy : 

in education : 238, 250 ; 
and mathematics : 176 
Atheism : of three kinds attached : 
145, 171-6 

Be : meanings of the verb * to be 9 : 
36 , 3 &- 9 J 42 

Beauty : 20, 47, 53, 62, 65, 109 
Being : 

as object of knowledge : 23, 38 ; 
nature of— : 38-9, 47 
see also Ideas 


Belief (opinion) : 
contrasted with knowledge : 23, 
37 ; 

true and false : 77, 208 ; 
and virtue : see Virtue 

Causes : 

The Ideas as — : 19 ; 

The four — : 46, 301-2 
Cave : Parable of the — : 28 
Chance :—and design in the uni¬ 
verse : 172 
Christianity : 

contrasted with Platonism : 121, 
150-1, 153, 155-6, 169-70 
Cinema : 

as parallel to tragedy : 206 
Communism : 

in Republic : 65-6, 269-71 ; in 
Laws : 287 
Concept : 

Ideas not concepts : 33, 49, 168 
Convention : 

opposed to the 4 natural * : 51,54, 
172 

Courage : 
in Republic : 272 
as knowledge, 217-18, 221 ; 
and 4 moderation/ 236, 284 

Death : 

Philosophy as practice for — : 
125-6 

Is there a Form of — ? : 167 
Definition : 

Socratic — : 4, 11 ; 
of courage : 218 ; 
of Eros : 100, 106, 109, 212; 
of sophrosyne : 218-19 ; 
of the self: 219-20; 
of virtue: 11-12 
Demiurge : 

162-4, 169-70, 177 
Diairesis : 

as logical method : 31-2, 41-2, 
44~55 735 277 
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Dialectic : 

26, 32, 41, 212, 222, 239-40, 264 
Dialogues : 

Alcibiades I: Authenticity : 8 ; 
Ideal vocabulary : 8 ; 
Self-knowledge : 219 ; 

Politics a science : 263 
Apology : Socrates and the poets : 
180 ; 

on political life : 260 ; 
see also 235 

Charmides : absence of Ideas : 7 ; 
tendance of the soul : 122-3 ; 
sophrosyne as knowledge : 218- 

219; 

see also 90, 223 

Cratylus: Ideal vocabulary de¬ 
veloping : 13-15 
Epinomis : xi, xii, 176 
Euthydemus : The kingly science : 
222, 264 

Euthyphro : Ideal vocabulary : 

8-9; 

Absolute right above gods : 

152; 

Virtue and knowledge : 220 ; 
Importance of early training : 
235 

Gorgias : no Ideas : 8 ; 
pleasure : xiii, 52-8 ; 
rhetoric : 208-10 ; 
statecraft: 262 ; 

Hippias Major : authenticity : 8 ; 
criterion to judge pleasures : 

62-3 ; 
see also 82 

Hippias Minor: virtue and tech¬ 
nical knowledge : xii, 224 
Ion : inspiration and emotion in 
art: 180-2 

Laches : no Ideal terminology : 8 ; 

courage as knowledge : 217-8 
Laws : nature of the work : 47,51, 
284; 

theory of Ideas : 47-8 ; 
pleasure : 82-4 ; 

Eros : 118-19 > 
the soul: 145-7 ; 
the gods: 171-6; 

Art: 196-202 ; 

wrong-doing involuntary : 227- 
229 ; 

system of education : 242-51 ; 


constitution and laws : 284-9 ; 
comparison with Republic .* 287 
Lysis : Ideal terminology : 8, 21 ; 
on love : 90-5, 98, 99, 102 ; 
knowledge as virtue, 2:6-17 
Meno : Socratic search for defini¬ 
tion : 10-13 ; 

Recollection and Ideas 112-13; 
immortality : 124 ; 
education : 231-4 
Parmenides : criticism of Ideas : 7, 
32-6 

Phaedo : theory of Ideas : 7,15-20, 

291-4; 

pleasure : 63-4 
the soul: 124-9 ; 
the gods : 157-8 ; 
contrast with Symposium : 130, 
136, 149 

Phaedrus : theory of Ideas, 7,30-2; 
Eros : 105-13 ; 
the soul : 131-3* i39“40 l 
the gods : 160-1 ; 
the arts : 192-4 ; 
rhetoric : 210-15 
Philebus : Ideas : 44-7 ; 
pleasure : 72-82 ; 
the soul : 141 ; 

Art : 195-6 

Politicus: Measure and Ideas : 
42-3, 298-300 ; 
the soul : 141 ; 
statecraft: 277-84 
Protagoras : Ideas, 8 ; 

pleasure :xiii,58-62,84-5 ; 
virtues as knowledge : 221 ; 
unity of virtue : 220-1 ; 
statecraft: 263 ; 
structure of dialogue : 59 
Republic : theory of Ideas : 7, 21- 

30; 

pleasure : 65-72 ; 
the soul: 130-1, 133-9 ; 
the gods : 158-60 ; 

Art: 182-92 ; 

virtue as knowledge : 223,225- 
226 ; 

education : 234-40 ; 
statecraft: 265-77 ; 
comparison with Laws : 287 
Sophist: theory of Ideas : 38-42 ; 
the soul: 141 ; 

Art: 194-5; 
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Dialogues : Sophist ( continued )— 
two kinds of evil in soul : 226-7 ; 
two methods of education : 241 
Symposium : Ideas : 7,20-1,30 ; 
pleasure : 65 ; 

Eros : 89, 96-105 ; 
contrast with Phaedo : 130, 136, 
J 49 ; 

immortality : 149 
Theaetetus : Purpose of dialogue : 
36-7, 140-1 ; 

Ideas : 36-8 
Timaeus : Ideas ; 47 ; 

Ideas and gods : 162-71 ; 
the soul : 142-5 

Education : 

ordinary Athenian — : 230-1 ; 
aims at virtue : 231-3 ; 
as 4 drawing out * : 124, 233-4 ; 
andArt : 182-5,194,196-7,203- 
205, 235 ; 
and Eros : 233 ; 
of babies : 243-8 ; 
in gymnastic and music : 235-7 ; 
higher : 237-40, 250 ; 
by means of play : 237, 243, 248, 
249 ; 

hortative and real : 241 ; 
compulsory : 248 ; 
importance ofearly training : 184, 
196-7,235,240,241,243-7; 
the right teachers : 231-3 ; 
three stages of education : 251-3; 
see also Habituation, Virtue, Elen- 
chus, Mathematics 
Elenchus : see ZXeyxog 
Eros : in Lysis : 90-5 ; Symposium : 

96-105; in Phaedrus: 105-112; 
description of the emotion : 109- 
112, 132 ; 

definitions : 93-4, 96-102, 212 ; 
birth of — : 101 ; 
interpreter between gods and 
men : 101 ; 

inspires to noble deeds : 96 ; 
of creation in beauty ; 101-2 ; 
of like for like : 94 ; 
of what is akin : 95, 102 ; 
of opposites : 94-5 ; 
of women : 97, 103 ; 

Pandemos : 97, 106-8 ; 

* Platonic * : 114 ; 


philosophic : 104-5, 109, 113-18, 

156,193; 

as a god : 158, 160 ; 
looks upwards : 178; 
in education : 233, 258 ; 
see also egaig. Homosexuality, mar¬ 
riage, Passion, Women 

Evil : 

in the world : 146, 160, 166 ; 
in the human soul : 166, 226-30 

Family : anti-social, 270-1 ; 
see also Communism 

Gods : in Euthyphro: 152, 157 ; 

Gorgias : 157 ; Phaedo : 157- 
158 ; Symposium : 158 ; Re¬ 
public : 155, 158-60 ; Phae¬ 
drus : 154, 160-1 ; Sophist : 
161-2 ; Timaeus : 162-71 ; 

Laws : 171-6 

vague use of Greek word : 150-1 
static and dynamic aspects of 
God : 152, 162 ; 

the Olympians : 151, 153-6, 165 ; 
conventional use : 156-60 ; 
worked into philosophy : 161 ; 
and Ideas : 152, 156-64, 167-8, 
176-7,189; 

responsible for good only : 160, 
163, 166 ; 

as souls : 160-1, 170, 173 ; 
maker of Forms : 159 ; 
as mind : 165 ; 
monotheism : 159, 169, 178 ; 
conclusions : 176-8 ; 
see also Atheism, Christianity, 
Demiurge, Olympians 
Good : 

as object of all desire : 12, 73 ; 
nature of the — : 23, 73, 82 ; 
simile of the sun : 23, 66 ; 

Idea of — : 36, 66-7 ; 
good and ‘ good at * : see dyatiog 
Goodness : see Virtue 

Habituation : 237, 244-5, 247 ; 

see also Education 
Harmony : 
and pleasure : 74 ; 
in the soul : 71, 254 ; 
in the state : 243, see dfidvoia ; 
soul as — : 120, 127-8, 293 
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Homosexuality : 
in Greece : 87, 97 ; 
attitude of Plato : 89-92,114,116, 
11B, 235; 

and philosophy : 97-8 ; 
see also 99, 264, and Eros 
Hypothesis : 

in reasoning : 12, 26, 256 

Ideas : in Euthyphro : 8-9 ; Memo : 
10-13 \ Cratylus : 13-15 ; 

Phaedo : 15-20 ; Republic : 

21-30 ; Phaedrus : 31-2 ; Par¬ 
menides : 32-6 ; Theaetetus : 

36-8 ; Sophist : 38-42, 295- 
297 ; Politicos : 42-3, 298- 
300 ; Philebus : 43-6, 301-4 ; 
Timaeus : 47, 163, 167-8; 
Laws : 47-8 

meaning of word : see eldog ; 
whether Socratic : xiii-xiv, 4 ; 
origins : 1-4 ; 
arguments for — : 5-6 ; 
developing terminology: 8-10, 
13 - 15 ; 

as causes, 18-19 ; 
as limiting factor : 45, 301-3 ; 
as concepts : 14, 33, 41, 48-9 ; 
as thoughts of God : 168; 
as properties and accidents : 19 ; 
as objective reality : 13-14 ; 
of manufactured articles : 15, 34, 
3 ^ ; 

of negative notions : 22, 34, 39 ; 
as made by god : 159 ; 
to prove immortality : 126 ; 
in relation to each other : 22, 
41-2 ; 

to movement: 40, 161-2 ; 
to gods : 152, 156-64, 167-8, 
176-7 ; 

The theory of Ideas in earliest 
works : 7-8 ; 

not familiar in the Phaedo : 15, 

291-4; 

illustrated by Line : 24-8 ; 
in its mathematical aspects : 

28-30, 43, 45,49, 298-9 ; 
criticized : 32-6, 39-41 
Imitation : 

of Ideas : 17, 33, 189 ; 
as impersonation : 184-5, 188-9 
art as — : 194-5? 202-5 


Immortality : see Psyche 
Indefinite, the : see Indeterminate 
Indeterminate, the : 1, as the ‘ more- 
and-less ’ : 44-6, 74, 302 
Interrelation : of sciences : 239 ; of 
Ideas : 22,40-2, 161,239-40, 
295-7 

Justice : 

meaning : see dixaioovvr) ; 
as knowledge : 223, 272 ; 
corrective : 227, 230, 288 

Knowledge : 

is possible : 3, 12 ; 
asthegood : 13,61,66,125-6,258 ; 
as perception : 37-8 ; 
above perception : 27, 137, 191 ; 
and belief: 225, 233, 254 ; 
and light : 23-4, see also ‘ See ' ; 
and activity : 40 ; 
and freedom : 93, 217 ; 
in art, 190, 194, 199, 210-11 ; 
in the soul only : 125, 141 ; 
of opposites : 223-4 ; 
as virtue : see Virtue ; 
see also Dialectic, Nous^ Recollec¬ 
tion 

Love : see Eros 

Marriage : 88-9, 114, 118-19, 270 
Mathematics : 

in education : 237-9, 249-50 ; 
mathematical aspect of Ideas : see 
Ideas; 

God as mathematician : 165 
Measurement : 

absolute and relative: 43,298-300; 
of pleasures : 61, 78 
Medicine : 

used as illustration : 219, 224 ; by 
Plato: 95, 98, 122-3, 173 ? 
209, 212-14, 242, 253, 262, 
265, 280 

Movement : see Activity 
Myths : 

in general : 49, 55, 124, 143, 154, 
157, 170, 204-5; 
myth of earthbom : 268 ; 
of Er : 159 ; 
of the number : 28 ; 
in Gorgias and Meno : 124 ; 
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Myths (i continued )— 

in Phaedrus : 30-1, 109-12 ; 
in Politicos : 49, 141, 278 ; 
in Timaeus : 142, 162-3, 169 ; 
gods in the myths : 152, 155, 158 

Navy : prejudice against : 268 
Negation : meaning of — : 38-9 
Nous : 

in the universe : 46, 141, 164-5, 
169,177,302; 
in human soul : 253-8 ; 
not technical skill : 253-4 ; 
not curiosity : 254 ; 
not * brains * : 137, 254 ; 
apprehension of Ideas : 27, 255 ; 
scientific method : 256 ; 
intuition : 257 ; 
cannot be misused : 224, 258 ; 
see also 2, 217 

Number : the Platonic — : 28-9 
Opinion : see Belief 
Participation : 

of particulars in Ideas : 19, 34, 
39 - 40 , 45 ; 

of Ideas in each other : see Inter¬ 
relation 
Passion : 

not physical : 75 ; 
as Eros : 95, 106, and see Eros ; 
as part of the soul : 66,131-3,204; 
in all parts of the soul : 1 15, 135- 
136, 252, 258 
Philosophos : 

character : 22, 38, 117,237, 254 ; 
inspired : 95, 109, 136, and see 
Eros ; 

education, 237-40 ; 
philosopher-king : 22-3, 272-3, 
given up : 279, 284 ; 
philosopher-poet: 190, 200, given 
up : 204 ; 

see also Eros, Knowledge, Nous 
Play : 

in Art: 183, 197, 199 ; 
in education : 249, and see Educa¬ 
tion 

Pleasure : in Gorgias : 52-8 ; Pro - 
tagoras: 58-62 ; Hippias 

Major : 62-3 ; Phaedo : 63-4 ; 
Symposium : 65 ; Republic : 65- 
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71 ; Philebus : 72-82 ; Laws : 
82-4 

and duty : 51 ; 

and rhetoric : 52, 209 ff. ; 

as the good : 53-7, 59-61, 72 ; 

and knowledge : 57, 61, 64, 68 ; 

needing criterion : 57, 62-3, 67; 

as pure : 63, 69, 79-81 ; 

as true and false : 69-70, 76-8 ; 

as intense : 63, 78-9 ; 

of the mind : 63-68, 75, 136 ; 

of old age : 65 ; 

in each part of the soul : 67, 71 ; 
as an activity : 69-70 ; 
manifold : 72 ; 
essential to good life : 83-5 ; 
as restoration to normal : 74 ; 
in art : see Art 
Poetry : 

meaning of word : 179-80, 201 ; 
see also Art 

Psyche (Soul) : in Charmides : 122- 
123; Gorgias : 123, 133; 

Meno : 124 ; Phaedo : 124-9 i 
Republic : 130-1 ; 133-9 ; 

Phaedrus : 131-2,140 ; Theae- 
tetus : 140-1 ; Sophist : 141 ; 
Politicos : 141 ; Philebus : 

141-2 ; Timaeus : 142-4,170; 
Laws : 145-7 ;Alcibiades 1 : 219 
General Greek beliefs : 120-2 ; 
Socratic tendance of — : 122-3, 

233; 

relation to body : 63-4, 125, 127, 
145,219; 

as harmony : 120, 127-8 ; 
parts : 67, 71, 130-5, 137, 143-4, 

275; 

inner conflict : 132 ; 
as charioteer : 133 ; 
essential unity : 135-6 ; 
origin of motion : 140, 145, 173 ; 
world-soul : 141-2, 164-5, 170, 
174, 278 ; 

creation of — : 142, 166 ; 
good and bad kinds : 146 ; 
in Ideal world : 40-1, 161, 296 ; 
immortality : 12,17,102,120-30, 
138-9,143-4, '48-9; 
gods as — ; 161, 170 ; 
of heavenly bodies : 176; 
as the true self: 219 
Psycho-analysis : 242 
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Reality : see Being and Ideas 
Recollection (Reminiscence) : 
of the Forms : 31, 124 ; 
as the only learning ; 12-13,124 ; 
and immortality : 126, 293 
Religion : see Gods 
Rhetoric : 209-15 ; 

not a true science : 208-9 ; 
should require knowledge ; 210- 
212 ; 

technique not enough : 213 ; 
right method of study : 214-15 ; 
see also 52, 58, 190, 194 

See (Look) : 

to describe apprehension of Ideas: 
13-14,23-4,141,167,233, 

257 

Self-knowledge : 216, 219, 233 
Shuttle : in Cratylus : 13-14 
Sophists : 

effect on thought : 2-3 ; 
as teachers of virtue : 179, 188, 
231-2, 265-6 ; 

see also Gorgias and Protagoras 
Sophrosyne : see oaxpQOGvvrj 
Soul : see Psyche 
Space : see ix/Liayeiov 
Specialization : 
in Art : 181, 184 ; 
in the state : 266 

Statecraft: in Gorgias : 262 ; Al- 
cibiades 1 : 263 ; Protagoras : 
263 ; Euthydemus : 264 ; Re¬ 
public : 265-77 j Politicus : 
277-84 ; Laws : 284-89 
Plato and Politics : 259-62 ; 
requires knowledge : 262-3, 272- 
273, 286 ; 

aims at virtue : 262-3, 271-2 ; 
the kingly science : 264, 282-3 ; 
based on needs : 266 ; 
private property : 267 ; 
the guardian class : 267-9, 287 ; 
size of city : 271 ; 
the ship of state : 273-4 5 
based on psychology : 130, 274 ; 
classification of governments: 

275-6, 281-2 ; 
law second best: 279-81 ; 
peace the aim, not war : 285 ; 
relies on persuasion, 285 ; 


mixed constitution in Laws : 287- 
288 ; 

neglect of economic factors : 282 ; 
futility of petty legislation : 237, 
246 ; 

see also Communism, Philosopher 
Stylometry : xi 
Sun : simile of the sun : 23-4 
Symposium (Drinking-party) : edu¬ 
cational value : 200, 243 

TechnS (Craft, Science) : 
not possessed by artist: 181 ; 
real and counterfeit : 209 ; 
not aim of education : 244 ; 
technical skill and virtue : 218- 
224; 

Classification of— : 195, 277 ; . 

opposed to chance : 172 ; 
see also ib/yr\ 

Technique : not to be confused with 
Art : 212-13 

Temperature : used as illustration : 

43> 69, 299-300 
Theatrocracy : 188, 201 
Third Man : fallacy of — 15, 34 
Time : 165 

Vice : kinds of — : 226-9 
involuntary : 216-29 
Virtue : 

search for definition : 11—12 ; 
as knowledge : 57, 61, 216-30, 
253 “^ ; 

and health : 123 ; 
as self-knowledge : 218-19, 225- 
226 ; 

as supreme science *.218,222,242; 
based on belief: 225, 236, 244, 
263 ; 

subject of teaching : 11, 231-2 ; 
not technical skill: 217-18, 222- 
224 ; 

unity of virtue : 59,220-1, 263 
War: 

Causes : 125, 267 ; 
not aim of statecraft: 243 
Weaving : 283 
Women : 
in Greece : 86-8 ; 
in Plato : 88-9 
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